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COMMISSION  ON 
FAITH  AND  ORDER 


MEMBERS  PRESENT  AND  APOLOGIES  RECEIVED 

Officers 

Most  Rev.  Y.  T.  Brilioth,  Archbishop  of  Upsala.  Chairman. 
Archbishop  Athenagoras  and  Rev.  Dr.  R.  Newton  Flew. 
Vice-Chairmen. 

Rev.  Prof.  D.  M.  Baillie.  Chairman  of  Commission  III. 

Rev.  Dr.  W.  A.  Visser  T Hooft.  General  Secretary  of  the 
World  Council. 

Rev.  O.  S.  Tomkins.  Secretary. 

Rev.  Dr.  L.  Hodgson.  Theological  Secretary. 

Rev.  Dr.  F.  W.  Tomkins.  Associate  Secretary  in  America. 

Members 

Prof.  Dr.  A.  Adam,  Evangelical  Church  in  Germany 
(Lutheran). 

Prof.  H.  S.  Alivisatos,  Orthodox  Church  of  Greece. 

Canon  H.  K.  Archdall,  Church  in  Wales. 

Pastor  Dr.  H.  Asmussen,  Evangelical  Church  in  Germany 
(Lutheran) . 

Percy  W.  Bartlett,  Society  of  Friends  in  Great  Britain. 

Prof.  Dr.  S.  F.  H.  J.  Berkelbach  van  der  Sprenkel,  Dutch 
Reformed  Church. 

Rev.  J.  S.  P.  Black,  Presbyterian  Church  of  Ireland. 

Prof.  P.  Boendermaker,  Evangelical  Lutheran  Church  of  the 
Netherlands. 

Rev.  H.  R.  T.  Brandreth,  Church  of  England. 

Rev.  Dr.  S.McCrea  Cavert,  Presbyterian  Church  in  the  U.S.A. 
Prof.  H.  Clavier,  Reformed  Church  of  France. 

Rev.  Gerald  R.  Cragg,  United  Church  of  Canada. 

Rt.  Rev.  Bishop  G.  H.  Cranswick,  Church  of  England  in 
Australia  and  Tasmania. 

Rt.  Rev.  Bishop  Angus  Dun,  Protestant  Episcopal  Church 
in  the  U.S.A. 

Rev.  Dr.  E.  Emmen,  Dutch  Reformed  Church. 

Prof.  Franz  Fischer,  Evangelical  Lutheran  Church  in  Austria. 
Rev.  Prof.  G.  Florovsky,  Orthodox  Oecumenical  Patriarchate 
(Exarchate  for  the  Russians  in  the  West). 

Rev.  Dr.  W.  J.  Gallagher,  United  Church  of  Canada. 

Rev.  Prof.  R.  R.  Hartford,  Church  of  Ireland. 

Rev.  Bishop  Ivan  Lee  Holt,  Methodist  Church,  U.S.A. 

Prof.  B.  Ioannidis,  Orthodox  Church  of  Greece. 

Rev.  A.  Wellesley  Jones,  Presbyterian  Church  in  Wales. 

Rt.  Rev.  Bishop  A.  Küry,  Old  Catholic  Church  in  Switzerland. 
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Mr.  C.  T.  LeQuesne,  K.C.,  Baptist  Union  of  Great  Britain 
and  Ireland. 

Rev.  Prebendary  A.  J.  Macdonald,  Church  of  England. 

Rev.  Prof.  John  Marsh,  Congregational  Union  of  England 
and  Wales. 

Pastor  Pierre  Maury,  Reformed  Church  of  France. 

Mr.  C.  P.  Morehouse,  Protestant  Episcopal  Church  in  the 
U.S.A. 

Rt.  Rev.  Bishop  G.  A.  Oldham,  Protestant  Episcopal  Church 
in  the  U.S.A. 

Rev.  Dr.  E.  A.  Payne,  Baptist  Union  of  Great  Britain  and 
Ireland. 

*Rt.  Rev.  A.  E.  J.  Rawlinson,  Bishop  of  Derby,  Church  of 
England. 

Rev.  Canon  Kenneth  Riches,  Church  of  England. 

Rev.  Prof.  W.  Gordon  Robinson,  Congregational  Union  of 
England  and  Wales. 

Prof.  Jean  de  Saussure,  Swiss  Protestant  Church  Federation. 

Rev.  Prof.  Edmund  Schlink,  Evangelical  Church  in  Germany 
(Lutheran). 

Prof.  Dr.  K.  E.  Skydsgaard,  Church  of  Denmark. 

Prof.  D.  Ernst  Staehelin,  Swiss  Protestant  Church  Federation. 

Bischof  D.  W.  Stählin,  Evangelical  Church  in  Germany. 

Rev.  W.  Vos,  Dutch  Reformed  Church. 

Rev.  P.  S.  Watson,  Methodist  Church  of  Great  Britain. 

Pastor  A.  J.  Werner,  Church  of  Sweden. 

Pastor  Charles  Westphal,  Reformed  Church  of  France. 

Substitutes  for  Members  unable  to  be  present 

Dr.  Edwin  A.  Bell  (for  Dr.  W.  B.  Lipphard,  American 
Baptist  Convention). 

President  Paul  F.  Douglass  (for  Bishop  C.  W.  Flint,  Methodist 
Church,  U.S.A.). 

Dr.  N.  Eriksson  (for  Dr.  Eeg-Olofsson,  Swedish  Mission 
Covenant). 

William  B.  Evans  (for  Howard  H.  Brinton,  Religious  Society 
of  Friends  of  Philadelphia  and  Vicinity,  U.S.A.). 

Rev.  A.  Raymond  George  (for  Rev.  Dr.  H.  Watkin-Jones, 
Methodist  Church  of  Great  Britain). 

Rev.  Dr.  Perry  E.  Gresham  (for  Rev.  Dr.  W.  E.  Garrison, 
International  Convention  of  Disciples  of  Christ,  U.S.A., 
and  Rev.  E.  K.  Higdon,  United  Church  of  Christ  in  the 
Philippines). 

Rev.  Canon  H.  G.  G.  Herklots  (for  Rt.  Rev.  W.  F.  Barfoot, 
Bishop  of  Edmonton,  Church  of  England  in  Canada). 

Rev.  G.  Basil  Jackson  (for  Rev.  D.  T.  Niles,  Methodist 
Church  of  Ceylon). 

Rev.  Dr.  K.  C.  Joseph  (for  Rt.  Rev.  Mar  Theodosios, 
Orthodox  Syrian  Church  of  Malabar). 
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Rev.  Dr.  James  W.  Kennedy  (for  Rev.  Dr.  C.  W.  Lowry, 
Jnr.,  Protestant  Episcopal  Church  in  the  U.S.A.). 

Rev.  R.  Kissack,  B.D.  (for  Rev.  Dr.  W.  F.  Lofthouse, 
Methodist  Church  of  Great  Britain). 

Rev.  M.  Kozaki  (for  Rev.  Dr.  C.  Yasuda,  Church  of  Christ 
in  Japan). 

Rev.  Dr.  H.  van  der  Linde  (for  Prof.  Dr.  J.  de  Zwaan, 
Dutch  Reformed  Church). 

Pastor  Lie.  W.  Menn  (for  Pastor  Dr.  H.  Schönfeld,  Evan- 
gelical Church  in  Germany). 

Rev.  J.  Robert  Nelson  (for  Dean  C.  T.  Craig,  Methodist 
Church,  U.S.A.). 

Pastor  Lie.  H.  Obendiek  (for  Pastor  Lie.  W.  Niesei,  Evan- 
gelical Church  in  Germany  (Reformed)). 

Dr.  J.  Schmidt  (for  Rev.  Dr.  A.  R.  Wentz,  United  Lutheran 
Church  in  America). 

Archimandrite  E.  Timiadis  (for  Prof.  I.  Panayotides, 
Orthodox  Oecumenical  Patriarchate  (Turkey)). 

Rev.  Dr.  Amos  N.  Wilder  (for  Rev.  Dr.  Douglas  Horton, 
Congregational  Christian  Churches  of  the  U.S.A.) 

Consultants 

Prof.  Dr.  D.  Glumaç,  Orthodox  Patriarchate  of  Serbia. 

Rev.  Dr.  R.  B.  Manikam,  Federation  of  Evengelical  Lutheran 
Churches  in  India. 

Dr.  theol.  H.  Schlyter,  Church  of  Sweden. 

Rev.  K.  M.  Simon,  Syrian  Jacobite  Church  of  Malabar. 


Members  of  Theological  Commissions,  present  as  visitors 

Rev.  Prof.  J.  Courvoisier,  Swiss  Protestant  Church  Federation. 
Mr.  Eric  Hayman,  Church  of  England. 

Rev.  Dr.  Peter  Katz,  Lutheran  Church  Council  in  Great 
Britain. 

Prof.  J.  Schweizer,  Swiss  Protestant  Church  Federation. 

Youth  Delegation 

Mr.  Torgny  Bohlin,  Church  of  Sweden. 

Rev.  Archimandrite  Panteleimon  Caranicolas,  Orthodox 
Church  of  Greece. 

Pasteur  André  Dumas,  Reformed  Church  of  France. 

Mr.  Cyrill  Eltchaninoff,  Oecumenical  Patriarchate  of  Con- 
stantinople. 

Rev.  Niels  H.  Gadegard,  Church  of  Denmark. 

Miss  Norah  Henshall,  Church  of  England. 

Mr.  Morton  Sand,  American  Presbyterian. 

Mrs.  Sand,  American  Baptist. 

Mr.  James  R.  Scott,  Methodist  Church,  U.S.A. 

Mr.  Morris  West,  Baptist  Union  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland. 
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Minute  Secretaries 

Miss  S.  Morden,  Congregational  Union  of  England  and  Wales. 
Miss  M.  Rhodes,  Church  of  England. 

Apologies  for  absence  have  been  received  from  : 

Mr.  Adams,  Dr.  Baer,  Mr.  Barber,  Bishop  Barfoot,  Prof. 
Bergendoff,  Bishop  Blackwood,  Dr.  Boegner,  Howard 
Brinton,  Bishop  Cassian,  Dean  Craig,  Commissioner  Cunning- 
ham, the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury,  Bishop  Flint,  Bishop 
Fuglsang-Damgaard,  Dr.  Garrison,  Dr.  Gregg,  Archbishop 
of  Armagh,  Prof.  Hickinbotham,  Dr.  Higdon,  Dr.  Horton, 
Dr.  Leiper,  Dr.  Lipphard,  Prof  Loetscher,  Dr.  Lofthouse, 
Dr.  Lowry,  President  Mackay,  Bishop  McConnell,  Dr. 
McMillan,  Prof.  Manson,  Dr.  Martin,  Mr.  Niles,  Dr.  Niesel, 
Bishop  Oxnam,  Bishop  Palmer,  Prof.  Panayotidis,  Dr. 
Renkewitz,  Dr.  Richards,  Dr.  H.  Roberts,  Dr.  Robinson, 
Bishop  Selecman,  Mr.  Sergeant,  Dean  Sperry,  Mrs.  Stebbins, 
Canon  Tatlow,  Mar  Theodosios,  Prof,  de  Vasady,  Prof.  Ve-ilas, 
Dr.  Wamshuis,  Dr.  Watkin-Jones,  Dr.  Wentz,  Dr.  E.  S. 
Woods,  Bishop  of  Lichfield,  Dr.  Yasuda,  Dr.  Zwaan. 

*Note The  Bishop  of  Derby  had  travelled  from  England 

to  take  part  in  the  meeting  but  was  unhappily  taken 
ill  upon  arrival  and  had  to  spend  the  whole  time  in 
his  room.  The  Commission  expressed  their  sincere 
sympathy  with  him  in  his  misfortune. 


MINUTES  OF  MEETING  OF  THE  COMMISSION  ON 
FAITH  AND  ORDER  OF  THE  WORLD  COUNCIL  OF 
CHURCHES,  held  at  St.  George’s  School,  Clärens,. 
Switzerland,  from  August  14th  to  17th,  1951. 

1.  OPENING  PROCEEDINGS  : IN  MEMORIAM 

The  Chairman  said  that  he  was  very  glad  to  be  able  to 
greet  the  members  of  the  Commission,  after  an  interval  of 
two  years,  in  a place  which  had  a special  importance  for  the 
history  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Movement.  It  was — so  far  as 
he  could  discover — the  sixth  time  that  the  Commission  had 
met  at  Clärens,  in  that  beautiful  place  and  friendly  sur- 
roundings. It  was  possible  now  to  look  forward  to  the  Third 
World  Conference  on  Faith  and  Order,  successor  of  Lausanne 
and  Edinburgh,  to  be  held  in  Lund,  Sweden,  in  August,  1952. 
This  meeting  of  the  Commission  might  possibly  be  the  last 
to  be  held  before  Lund,  and  would  probably  be  the  last 
meeting  of  that  group  of  people  who  had  been  appointed  as 
a Continuation  Committee  ot  the  Edinburgh  Conference  and 
which  had  become,  since  1948,  the  Commission  on  Faith  and 
Order  within  the  World  Council  of  Churches. 

The  mandate  of  this  Commission  would  expire  with  the 
meeting  of  the  Conference,  but  it  now  had  before  it  the 
responsibility  to  make  the  final  preparations  for  the  con- 
ference at  Lund,  and  those  questions  would  occupy  the  Com- 
mission during  its  meeting.  It  would  be  neccesary  also  to 
consider,  however,  how  the  results  of  the  Lund  Conference 
might  be  made  fruitful  for  the  next  meeting  of  the  Assembly 
of  the  World  Council  of  Churches,  and  it  would  be  necessary 
too  to  begin  to  consider  what  form  the  Faith  and  Order 
Commission  should  take  after  the  Lund  Conference  : how  far 
it  should  take  a different  shape  from  that  which  it  had  held 
tor  so  long.  The  Chairman  went  on  to  say  that  the  meetings 
of  the  Commission  had  always  been,  to  his  mind,  meetings 
of  friends  and  it  was  his  sincere  hope,  and  the  hope  of  all 
the  members,  that  that  would  continue  in  the  future. 

The  Archbishop  welcomed  on  behalf  of  the  Commission 
those  who  were  meeting  with  it  for  the  first  time,  and  par- 
ticularly the  members  of  the  youth  group.  Some  of  those 
in  the  youth  group  would  probably  have  to  take  up  the  work 
of  Faith  and  Order  where  the  present  members  set  it  down. 
The  Commission  must  remember  to-day  particularly,  with 
reverence  and  gratitude,  those  of  its  number  who  had  departed 
this  life  since  the  last  meeting,  and  he  would  ask  the  Secretary 
to  read  the  list  of  names. 

The  Secretary  then  read  the  names  of  members  who  had 
died  since  the  last  meeting: 
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Archbishop  Germanos  of  Thyateira 

Dr.  G.  van  der  Leeuw 

B’shop  W.  T.  Manning 

Bishop  Seraphim  Lade 

Archbishop  Lehtonen 

Canon  Ibrahim  Luka 

Dr.  H.  F.  Swartz 

Dr.  J.  T.  Wigham 

(Note — Commissioner  Cunningham  (Salvation  Army)  was 
absent  due  to  illness  and  news  has  since  been  received 
of  his  death  on  August  25th.) 

In  Memoriam  : Archbishop  Germanos 

The  Chairman  called  upon  Father  Florovsky  to  say  * 
few  words  in  memory  of  the  late  Archbishop  Germanos  oi 
Thyateira,  a Vice-Chairman  of  the  Commission  on  Faith  and 
Order. 

Father  Florovsky  said  that  it  was  a privilege  to  be  called 
upon  to  say  some  words  in  memory  of  the  late  Archbishop 
Germanos.  It  was  a privilege,  and  also  a very  difficult  task, 
because  there  was  a mystery  about  the  Archbishop.  His  name 
belonged  to  the  history  of  the  ecumenical  movement.  He  was 
indeed  a great  leader,  but  his  leadership  was  exercized  not  so  much 
at  big  meetings,  it  was  invisible,  it  was  a spiritual  and  profound 
religion.  He  was  well  equipped  for  his  double  task — to  commend 
the  tradition  of  the  Orthodox  East,  that  glorious  and  ancient 
tradition  forgotten,  misunderstood  or  misinterpreted  by  many  in 
the  West,  to  people  who  had  no  first-hand  knowledge  of  it,  and 
who  did  not  rea'ize  that  the  tradition  of  the  early  Church  was 
still  alive,  not  only  in  books  but  in  human  lives.  His  second 
task  was  to  commend  the  tradition  of  the  West  to  the  peoples 
in  the  East.  The  Archbishop  had  accomplished  these  tasks,  not 
by  means  of  impressive  speeches  or  even  by  prolific  writing,  but 
by  the  example  of  his  life.  He  united  the  two  .traditions  in  his 
own  persona  ity.  He  was  educated  in  the  West,  and  absorbed 
all  gifts  which  western  scholarship  and  wisdom  could  supply. 

They  always  admired  his  quiet  and  calm  wisdom.  He  was 
never  excited,  even  when  faced  with  difficult  problems;  his 
heart  always  dictated  an  answer.  During  the  many  years  in 
which  he  participated  in  the  activities  of  Faith  and  Order,  he 
became  so  much  a part  of  It  that  it  was  difficult  to  imagine  ä 
Faith  and  Order,  as  any  other  ecumenical,  meeting  without  his 
presence  and  contribution.  He  felt  a great  sense  of  loss  when 
he  realized  that  he  could  not  go  with  his  doubts  and  problems 
to  this  all-pious,  wise  man,  a father  in  God  who  could  under- 
stand everything,  who  sincerely  laboured  for  peace,  and  who 
succeeded  in  combining  the  true  ecumenical  spirit  of  friendship, 
confidence  and  brotherly  love,  with  a fervent  loyalty  to  the 
tradition  of  his  own  Church. 

He  knew  all  he  could  say  was  a poor  contribution  to  the 
Archbishop’s  memory,  but  he  asked  those  of  them  who  had 
been  privileged  to  work  with  the  Archbishop  to  try  to  revive  his 
image  in  their  hearts,  to  thank  God  for  having  sent  His  great 
servant  to  their  aid,  and  to  pray  to  God  for  the  repose  and 
eternal  rest  of  the  late  Arqhbishop  Germanos. 
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Dr.  van  der  Leeuw 

The  Chairman  then  said  that  Professor  van  der  Leeuw 
was  not  one  of  the  elected  members  of  the  Commission  but, 
as  chairman  of  the  Ways  of  Worship  Commission,  he  had 
rendered  a great  service  to  the  cause.  His  country  and  his 
church  mourned  him  as  a highly  gifted  scholar,  a great  intel- 
lectual leader  and  a great  Christian.  He  would  now  call  upon 
Professor  Berkelbach  to  speak. 

Professor  Berkelbach  said  that  Professor  van  der  Leeuw 
had  been  the  friend  of  many  members  of  the  Commisson.  He 
had  been  a remarkable  man,  very  gifted  and  with  a real  love  for 
worship  together  with  great  knowledge.  He  had  met  him  many 
times  and  known  him  for  a life-time,  and  yet  had  perhaps  never 
been  in  agreement  with  him,  but  after  every  discussion  they 
had  been  better  friends.  Prof.  v.d.  Leeuw  had  had  many  tasks 
to  perform  during  his  life,  probably  too  many,  and  had  been 
on’y  a short  time  a minister  of  the  Dutch  Reformed  Church. 
He  had  been  a professor  of  egyptology  and  a great  linguist,  and 
had  studied  phenomenology.  Just  after  the  war  he  had  been 
for  one  year  Minister  of  Education,  Arts  and  Science  in  the 
Government,  and  later  became  a professor.  He  had  been  a 
man  who  combined  the  qualities  of  the  artist  and  the  theologian, 
a combination  not  often  found.  In  that  respect  he  would  be 
very  much  missed.  He  was  also  an  outstanding  musician  and 
had  written  books  both  on  music  and  on  theology.  He  was  a 
curious  member  of  his  church,  loyal  but  always  mocking  and 
lov:ng  his  church.  He  was  a Christian  but  perfectly  ajt  home 
with  the  new  paganism. 

He  had  been  a globe-trotter  and  a mystic,  precious  in  his 
own  country  and  among  the  Commission  members.  A student 
from  his  university  had  said,  after  his  death,  that  the  university 
had  lost  a professor  ‘not  only  with  brains  and  a mouth,  but  with 
ears'.  When  the  speaker  last  visited  v.d.  Leeuw  in  hospital, 
a few  days  before  his  death,  he  had  said,  ‘Yesterday  (Sunday) 
the  chaplain  at  the  hospital  came  to  me  for  communion,  and 
you  know  that  is  the  best  that  remains’.  Then  Prof.  Berkelbach 
had  left  and  did  not  see  him  again.  He  was  missed  as  one  who 
had  a deep  love  of  the  worship  of  the  church,  as  a man  with  a 
large  view  of  the  future  of  the  church  and  also  of  the  liturgy 
of  the  church;  he  had  wanted  dancing  in  the  liturgy  and  had 
written  a book  o,n  the  subject — again  combining  arts  and  piety. 
He  had  been  a curious  man  and  had  left  a gap  among  his 
friends. 

Bishop  Manning 

The  Chairman  said  that  Bishop  Manning  had  been 
among  the  first  of  those  who  began  the  Faith  and  Order 
Movement.  He  would  ask  Mr.  Morehouse  to  speak. 

Mr.  Morehouse  said  that  Bishop  Manning  of  New  York  was 
one  of  those  great  Christians  whose  vision  had  led  to  the  Faith 
and  Order  Movement.  It  was  while  he  had  been  rector  of 
Trinity  Church  in  New  York  City  that  he  had  introduced  into 
the  Lower  House  of  the  General  Convocation  of  the  Episcopal 
Church  the  resolution  which  contained  an  invitation  to  all 
Christian  churches  to  come  together  for  conference  and  prayer 
on  the  subject  of  Christian  unity.  This  was  one  of  the  great 
movements  in  which  he  had  been  interested  until  the  time  of 
his  death.  When  Bishop  Manning  became  Bishop  of  New  York 
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he  carried  this  interest  into  his  work  there.  The  great  Cathedral 
3f  St.  John  the  Divine  on  Morningside  Heights,  New  York,  was 
often  the  centre  for  services  of  ecumenical  worship,  in  particular 
with  Orthodox  participation.  Bishop  Manning  had  always  had 
a special  love  and  affection  and  understanding  of  the  Eastern 
Orthodox,  particularly  those  who  had  come  from  Europe  and 
were  establishing  new  life  in  the  United  States.  He  was  always 
helpful  in  any  way  he  could  be  so  that  they  cou  d build  up 
their  church  life,  continue  their  traditions  and  bring  up 
young  people  in  the  faith  of  their  fathers.  Another  great  interest 
was  the  matter  of  slum  clearance  and  improving  the  conditions 
of  people  in  New  York.  In  order  to  illustrate  what  the  terrible 
housing  conditions  were  like,  he  had  had  an  entire  slum 
tenement  torn  down,  brought  to  the  Cathedral  and  rebuilt 
in  the  nave,  so  that  people  could  see  what  he  was  fighting 
against.  His  interest  extended  also  to  those  of  other  races 
and  colour.  At  one  time  one  of  the  churches  in  his  diocese 
was  closed  to  members  of  the  coloured  race  and  he  cam« 
down  to  the  church  on  an  official  visitation  with  all  the 
authority  he  could  muster  and  declared  the  church  open  to 
all  Christian  people  and  gave  an  address  to  them  in  which 
he  said  that  all  were  welcome.  Many  peop’e  had  thought 
of  Bishop  Manning  as  cold  and  austere  because  he  was 
reserved  and  formal  in  his  manner,  but  beneath  the  reserve 
and  formality  beat  a warm  heart  in  which  there  had  been 
great  love  for  all  sorts  and  conditions  of  people,  and  among 
those  interests  which  he  held  most  dear  and  for  which  he  prayed 
most  continuously  was  the  Faith  and  Order  Movement. 

The  members  of  the  Commission  stood  in  silence  in 
memory  of  those  named  above,  and  in  gratitude  for  their 
services  to  the  Faith  and  Order  Movement. 

2.  MINUTES 

The  Minutes  of  the  Commission  meeting  held  at  Chichester 
in  1949,  having  been  previously  circulated  to  the  members, 
were  approved  and  signed  by  the  Chairman. 

3.  DEATHS,  RESIGNATIONS,  AND  ELECTIONS 

The  Chairman  said  that  one  vacancy  had  already  been 
mentioned,  that  caused  by  the  death  of  Archbishop  Germanos. 
It  was  good  to  have  present  at  the  meeting,  however,  in  his 
place  as  a substitute,  his  successor  as  Exarch  of  the  Oecu- 
menical Patriarch  in  Western  Europe,  Archbishop  Athenagoras 
of  Thyateira.  The  Chairman  greeted  the  Archbishop  on 
behalf  of  the  Commission. 

The  Chairman  went  on  to  explain  that  the  Commission 
nominated  its  new  members  and  that  the  Central  Committee 
of  the  World  Council  appointed  them.  In  this  case,  as  the 
Central  Committee  had  met  before  the  Commission,  the  staff 
and  responsible  members  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission 
who  had  been  present  at  Rolle  asked  the  Central  Committee 
to  appoint  certain  members  on  the  condition  that  they  would 
be  nominated  by  the  Commission.  The  first  name  of  those 
and  the  obvious  name  was  tnat  of  Archbishop  Athenagoras 
of  Thyateira. 
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The  Commission  AGREED  to  nominate  Archbishop 
Athenagoras  of  Thyateira  to  fill  the  vacancy  on  the  Commis- 
sion caused  by  the  death  of  Archbishop  Germanos. 

The  Chairman  then  said  that  the  Executive  Committee 
of  the  Commission  had  nominated  Archbishop  Athenagoras 
to  take  the  place  of  Archbishop  Germanos  as  one  of  the 
vice-presidents  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission,  and  he 
now  asked  for  approval  of  this  suggestion. 

The  Commission  AGREED  to  invite  Archbishop  Athen- 
agoras  to  become  a vice-president  of  the  Faith  and  Order 
Commission,  in  place  of  Archbishop  Germanos. 

Archbishop  Athenagoras  said  that  this  was  the  second 
time  that  he  had  been  honoured  by  the  two  conferences  in 
Switzerland,  being  first  elected  as  one  of  the  Presidents  of 
the  World  Council  of  Churches  by  the  Central  Committee, 
and  now  in  succeeding  Archbishop  Germanos  on  the  Faith 
and  Order  Commission.  As  he  had  already  said  at  Rolle, 
he  had  not  come  to  the  conferences  to  be  honoured  with 
presidencies  and  vice-presidencies:  he  had  just  come  as  a 
pupil  to  study  the  ways  of  thought,  the  ways  of  study,  the 
ways  of  vision,  and  to  serve  the  whole  world  if  possible  in 
promoting  peace  among  the  people  and  unity  in  Christ  of 
the  people  of  the  churches.  The  Archbishop  hoped  he  would 
be  a good  pupil  so  that,  when  he  came  next  year  to  the 
Conference  at  Lund,  he  would  be  the  kind  of  officer  of  the 
Commission  which  they  expected  to  have.  He  said  he  had 
been  left  a very  heavy  inheritance  by  his  predecessor  because 
he  had  a name  respected  by  all  the  Commission  members 
and  by  many  more  in  all  parts  of  the  world.  He  would  do 
his  best  to  struggle  in  every  way  to  follow  his  path,  but  to 
win  hearts  as  Archbishop  Germanos  had  done  did  not  depend 
on  him  but  upon  the  members  of  the  Commission,  and  he 
hoped  they  would  be  able  to  love  him  a little  as  they  had 
done  his  predecessor. 

With  regard  to  other  vacancies  on  the  Commission,  Mr. 
Tomkins  read  the  names  which  had  been  suggested  to  the 
Central  Committee  of  those  who  were  to  become  members 
of  the  Commission  with  its  concurrence. 

The  Commission  AGREED  lo  appoint  to  the  Commission  : 

Dr.  Emmen,  of  the  Dutch  Reformed  Church,  in  place  of 
Baron  van  Boetzelaer. 

Principal  Gordon  Robinson,  of  the  Congregational  Union 
of  England  and  Wales,  in  place  of  the  late  Dr.  Albert 
Peel. 

Asmy  Bey  Nawar,  of  the  Coptic  Patriarchate,  in  place 
of  the  late  Canon  Luka. 
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4.  SECRETARIAL  REPORTS 


A.  Report  of  the  Secretary 

The  Secretary  presented  the  following  report: — 

' It  is  two  years  since  I last  had  the  opportunity  of  reporting  to 
a full  meeting  of  the  Commission  at  Chichester  in  1949.  Those  two 
years  have  been  full  of  activity  in  the  different  parts  of  our  move- 
ment. I used  to  hear  complaints  that  enquirers  about  Faith  and 
Order  work  had  no  material  available  to  tell  them  what  we  were 
doing.  Before  long,  the  complaints  may  well  be  that  there  is  now 
too  much.  In  September,  1950,  we  published  what  would  be  known 
in  the  cinema  industry  as  a “trailer”,  a relatively  brief  recapitulation 
of  the  breath-taking,  superlative  and  super-gorgeous  show  which  the 
public  could  expect  to  be  coming  shortly  from  Faith  and  Order  Inc.  ! 
That  little  book,  The  Church  in  the  Purpose  of  God,  appears  to  have 
been  widely  used:  we  distributed  free  an  editio,n  of  2,500  of  the 
English  version,  whilst  a published  version  from  the  S.C.M.  Press 
in  Britain  has  been  widely  bought;  there  is  a separate  American 
edition  and  a German  edition,  whilst  a special  number  of  Foi  et 
Vie  carries  the  greater  part  of  it  in  French.  Later,  all  three 
Faith  and  Order  Theological  Commission  reports  have  appeared  in 
English,  whilst  their  translation  into  German  is  well  in  hand.  The 
vo’umes  of  essays  on  Worship  and  the  Church  are  in  good  prepara- 
tion, proofs  being  available  here  for  inspection,  and  the  volume  o,n 
Intercommunion  should  appear  early  in  1952.  But  of  those  matters 
you  will  be  hearing  more  from  others. 

‘ During  the  past  two  years  your  secretary  has  travelled  exten- 
sively for  Faith  and  Order.  In  June  and  July  last  year  I had  a 
valua^e  time  in  U.S.A.  and  Canada  whilst  over  that  side  of  the 
Atlantic  for  the  Toronto  meeting  of  Central  Committee.  My 
colleague  will  speak  to  you  more  fully  about  Faith  and  Order’s  health 
in  North  America.  From  October  to  January  last  I was  travelling 
in  Asia  and  the  Near  East.  That  visit  was  of  inestimable  value  in 
bringing  a personal  link  with  Faith  and  Order  to  churches  in 
Ceylon,  India,  Pakistan  and  Egypt — a spasm  of  conscience  about 
bribing  my  way  past  some  neglected  health  regulations  prevented 
my  also  visiting  Ethiopia.  But  everywhere  I found  the  greatest 
eagerness  to  participate  as  fully  in  Faith  and  Order  as  the  straitened 
circumstances  of  money  and  manpower  will  allow  the  Younger 
Churches  to  do,  whilst  I was  left  more  than  ever  convinced  that  Faith 
and  Order  needs  the  contribution  which  they  alone  can  bring. 

‘ One  fruit  of  that  journey  comes  before  you  in  the  form  of  the 
memorandum  (see  Appendix  V)  outlining  the  plans  for  an  unofficial 
consultation  for  representatives  of  church  union  negotiations.  It  is 
emphatically  no  part  of  the  duty  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission 
to  engage  in  any  appearance  of  church  union  negotiation,  or  to 
appear  to  have  any  official  attitude  to  negotiations  which  are  the 
subject  of  vigorous  debate  between  the  churches  which  we  represent. 
But  it  is  a part  of  our  constitutional  duty  “ to  keep  the  churches 
throughout  the  world  informed  about  the  progress  of  such  dis- 
cussions ”,  and  it  becomes  more  and  more  clear  that  we  have  an 
ecumenical  responsibility  to  be,  as  always,  the  forum  in  which 
theological  issues  affecting  a wide  variety  of  Christians  are  shared 
and  clarified.  It  is  to  that  end  that  this  proposal  is  before  you, 
on  the  authority  of  your  Executive,  and  we  shall  be  able  to  give 
it  closer  attention  when  we  come  to  that  point  on  our  agenda. 

‘ The  principal  purposes  of  my  journeyings  have  always  been 
(i)  to  make  personal  contact  with  Christian  leaders  and  Commission 
members  in  these  various  countries;  (ii)  to  stimulate  interest  in  the 
Lund  Conference  as  such;  and  (iii)  to  get  to  know,  and  where  neces- 
sary to  assist  in,  the  preparation  for  Lund  being  conducted  by 
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churches  or  through  regional  or  national  councils  of  churches.  To 
these  ends,  I have  visited  France,  Germany,  Holland,  Sweden,  Greece 
and  Yugoslavia,  as  well  as  the  U.S.A.,  Canada  and  the  Orient. 
The  picture  is,  I think,  an  encouraging  one.  Others  can  tell  you 
better  than  I what  is  going  on.  I would  mention  the  vigorous 
plans  known  to  me  for  Faith  and  Order  study  inU.S.A.,  Canada,  New 
Zealand  and  Australia.  Germany  has  an  immensely  impressive 
programme  for  localized  Faith  and  Order  studies.  In  the  United 
Kingdom  the  British  Council  of  Churches  has  a department  on 
Faith  and  Order  which  is  sponsoring  and  promoting  popular  litera- 
ture; Holland  has  a vigorous  department  of  Ecumenical  Studies. 
Two  matters  only  would  I stress. 

‘ (i)  It  was  not  only  the  Younger  Churches  which  I met  in  the 
Orient.  The  Syrian  and  Mar  Thoma  Christians  in  Travancore,  the 
Copts  in  Egypt  and  the  (unvisited)  Copts  of  Ethiopia  have  all  re- 
newed their  assurances  of  support.  The  S.  Paul  Pilgrimage  in 
Greece  (on  which  our  friend  Professor  Alivisatos  is  to  be  so  heartily 
congratulated)  was  for  me  an  immeasurable  ecumenical  opportunity. 
It  enabled  me  to  make  personal  contact  again,  not  only  with  the 
Church  of  Greece,  but  also  with  His  Beatitude  the  Patriarch  of 
Antioch,  representatives  of  the  Oecumenical  Patriarchate  and  many 
other  Eastern  Christian  leaders.  It  was  the  occasion  of  my  being 
able  to  visit  Belgrade  and  to  stay  in  the  Serbian  Patriarchate  as  the 
guest  of  His  Beatitude  Vikentije,  who  expressed  the  hope  that  cir- 
cumstances would  allow  the  Serbian  Church,  though  not  yet  able 
to  be  a full  member  of  the  World  Council  of  Churches,  yet  to  be 
represented  at  Lund.  We  welcome  here  most  cordially  as  a con- 
sultant from  the  Serbian  Church,  Dean  Glumac,  of  Belgrade,  and 
rejoice  at  this  renewed  contact  with  a Church  so  close  to  us  in  the 
past,  especially  dear  to  us  in  old  days  through  the  person  of  Bishop 
Iriney  of  Novi  Sad.  We  have  already  welcomed  the  presence  of 
His  Grace  Archbishop  Athenagoras  of  Thyateira  and  expressed  the 
hope  that  through  him  we  shall  continue  to  have  close  contact 
with  the  Oecumenical  Patriarchate  and  with  all  Orthodoxy.  In 
spite  of  the  difficulties  of  our  time,  there  is  every  reason  to  hope 
that  the  unique  contribution  of  Orthodoxy  will  be  worthily 
represented  at  Lund. 

' (2)  But  my  second  point  is  to  remind  you  of  the  churches 
which  we  can,  alas,  not  expect  to  have  with  us.  The  churches  in 
China  now  join  the  sadly  long  list  of  those  whom  we  cannot  hope 
again  to  meet  in  the  flesh  in  the  immediate  future.  I need  hardly 
say,  except  for  the  hope  that  this  word  may  somehow  reach  them, 
that  they  are  kept  continually  in  our  prayers,  as  in  our  love;  that 
we  shall  take  every  chance  which  does  present  itself  to  keep  them 
informed  of  our  work;  that  we  shall  try  to  understand  such  news 
as  reaches  us  of  all  that  they  are  saying  and  doing  and  to  assure 
them  that,  come  what  may,  we  will  never  lose  faith  that  they 
desire  as  ardently  as  we  to  express  more  fully  the  unity  that  is 
already  given  to  us  in  Jesus  Christ.  We  shall  pray  that,  when  the 
time  comes  that  we  shall  meet  again  face  to  face,  we  may  be  found 
to  have  been  as  faithful  as  we  pray  that  they  may  have  been, 
to  our  common  calling,  and  we  long  for  the  day  when  we  may  be 
made  partakers  of  all  that  they  will  have  learned  from  a deeper 
participation  in  the  sufferings  of  Christ. 

‘ We  meet  this  week  for  a quite  specific  task,  to  take  the  last 
steps  we  can  take  together  as  a Commission  (née  the  Edinburgh 
Continuation  Committee)  to  prepare  for  the  Third  World  Conference 
on  Faith  and  Order.  It  would  be  improper,  as  well  as  superfluous, 
for  me  to  expatiate  upon  the  matters  which  will  come  before  us  on 
the  agenda.  You  already  realize  their  seriousness  and  you  will  give 
them,  as  always,  your  close  and  prayerful  consideration.  I often 
compare  myself  to  a boxing-match  promoter,  who  does  not  need 


15 


to  be  able  to  perform  himself  in  the  ring  of  theological  encounter, 
but  who  only  needs  to  recognise  good  form  when  he  sees  it  and 
arrange  good  matches  ! I trust  that  in  the  mass  of  papers  already 
before  you,  you  will  feel  that  you  have  received  the  material  for 
constructive  combat  ! But  this  pugilistic  analogy  must  not  be 
carried  too  far.  We  do  not,  after  all,  wrestle  with  each  other  but 
with  those  principalities  and  powers,  those  hidden  forces  of  darkness 
which  have  obscured  and  disrupted  the  unity  for  which  we  were 
made.  We  wrestle,  like  Jacob,  to  learn  the  true  Name,  which  is  only 
hallowed  on  earth  as  it  is  in  Heaven  by  a Church  sanctified  in  the 
Truth.  ’ 

B.  Report  of  the  Theological  Secretary 

Dr.  Hodgson  said  that,  apart  from  the  incidental  corres- 
pondence, interviews  and  conversations,  his  activities  as  theological 
secretary  had  mainly  been  concerned  with  the  meetings  of  the  three 
Theological  Commissions  held  last  year,  and  the  production  of  their 
reports.  These  reports  were  now  before  the  Commission.  He  had 
with  him  an  advance  copy  of  the  accompanying  volume  on  ‘ Ways 
of  Worship  ’ : the  other  two  volumes  were  in  course  of  production. 
It  had  always  been  the  practice  of  Faith  and  Order  to  respect  the 
.autonomy  of  the  Theological  Commissions.  His  duty  had  been  to 
give  them,  so  far  as  he  could,  such  guidance  and  assistance  as  they 
asked  for,  but  not  to  dictate  the  course  of  their  studies  while  they 
were  in  progress  or  to  steal  the  thunder  of  their  chairmen  as  they 
made  their  reports.  He  asked,  however,  to  be  allowed  to  express 
his  admiration  Jor  the  way  in  which  the  officers  and  members  of  all 
three  Commissions,  themselves  busy  men  holding  responsib  e posts 
in  their  own  churches,  had  given  to  genuine  ecumenical  discussion 
such  time  and  thought  and  energy  that  out  of  what  at  first  seemed 
a hopeless  chaos  of  discordant  opinions  they  had  produced  three 
orderly  and  intelligible  statements  for  presentation  to  the  Conference 
at  Lund. 

The  most  lamentable  illness  and  death  of  the  Chairman  of  the 
Commission  on  Ways  of  Worship,  Professor  van  der  Leeuw,  had 
led  to  his  having  more  to  do  with  the  final  stage  of  the  drafting  of 
that  Report  than  with  the  others.  Prof,  van  der  Leeuw  had  broken 
into  his  rest  at  a time  when  he  was  in  the  Swiss  mountains  for  his 
health,  in  order  to  chair  the  last  meeting  of  that  Commission  at 
Thun;  his  last  task  for  Faith  and  Order  had  been  a real 
piece  o!  self-sacrifice  and  self-denial  at  a time  when  he  was  in  need 
of  care  and  rest.  Dr.  Hodgson  wished  to  bring  two  matters  to  the 
attention  of  the  meeting  in  connection  with  that  Commission.  The 
first  was  to  ask  the  sympathy  of  the  Commission  for  Mr.  Vos  when 
he  presented  his  report.  Prof.  Kooiman,  its  original  secretary,  had 
been  too  busy  to  do  much  of  the  work  in  connection  with  the  Ways 
of  Worship  Commission,  and  its  Chairman  had  given  Mr.  Vos  a good 
deal  of  responsibility,  with  the  result  that  at  a comparatively  early 
age  he  was  being  asked  to  stand  alongside  such  venerable  and  learned 
divines  as  Dr.  Flew  and  Prof.  Baillie,  the  Chairmen  of  the  other  two 
Commissions.  The  second  matter  arose  from  the  memorandum 
laid  before  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  at  its  meeting  two  years 
ago  at  Chichester,  by  Mr.  Hayman  and  the  Rev.  Gilbert  Shaw,  urging 
that  the  study  of  Ways  of  Worship  by  the  method  of  discussion 
needed  supplementing  by  more  actual  praying  together.  The  Theo- 
logical Commission  had  taken  this  to  heart,  and  recognized  that  it 
fell  within  (d)  of  its  terms  of  reference.  It  had  authorized  a group 
of  its  members  to  work  along  these  lines.  This  group  thus  became 
an  official  organ  of  the  Theological  Commission,  and  a grant  towards 
its  expenses  was  made  from  that  Commission's  share  of  the  budget. 
The  Theological  Commission  itself  had  now  completed  its  work  and 
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produced  its  report,  but  the  work  of  this  group  was  one  which  did 
not  naturally  come  to  an  end  or  issue  in  the  production  of  a report 
in  that  way.  The  three  Theological  Commissions,  having  presented 
their  reports  at  this  meeting,  might  not  be  continuing  to  work  in 
such  a way  that  one  of  them  could  continue  to  bear  this  responsi- 
bility. The  meeting  would  have  to  consider  whether  what  began  as 
a sub-committee  of  the  Theological  Commission  on  Ways  of  Worship 
should  be  continued  in  some  way  as  an  official  agency  of  the  Faith 
and  Order  Commission,  and  if  so  on  what  terms. 

Another  piece  of  work  he  had  been  asked  to  do  by  the  Executive, 
was  to  draft  a memorandum  on  the  programme  for  Lund,  which 
was  now  before  the  meeting. 

Dr.  Hodgson  also  told  the  Commission  that  during  his  visit  to 
America  last  year,  in  addition  to  giving  a talk  about  the  work  of 
Faith  and  Order  at  the  World  Council  meeting  at  Buck  Hill  Falls, 
he  had  been  invited  to  give  three  lectures  on  the  Ecumenical  Move- 
ment at  the  University  of  the  South,  Sewanee,  Tennessee.  This; 
invitation  had  owed  much  to  the  zeal  of  the  Chaplain  to  that 
university,  Dick  Wilmer,  who,  now  that  the  lectures  had  been 
published  in  the  United  States,  had  arranged  for  a circulation  of 
18,000  copies  amongst  the  faculties  and  students  of  all  the  semin- 
aries in  the  U.S.A.  An  English  edition  was  also  being  arranged, 
and  Dr.  Hodgson  hoped  the  lectures  would  be  of  use  towards  spread- 
ing an  understanding  of  the  work  of  Faith  and  Order  in  the  general 
body  of  church  members.  He  could  not  have  written  them  without 
the  experience  it  had  been  his  privilege  to  gain  as  Theological 
Secretary.  He  hoped  that  what  they  said  was  what  the  Commission 
would  wish  to  have  said;  but  he  had  prefaced  them  with  a foreword 
which  explained  that  any  judgments  expressed  were  his  own  opinions 
and  must  not  be  taken  as  official  statements  of  the  Commission's, 
views. 


C.  Report  of  the  Associate  Secretary  in  America 

Dr.  Tomkins  said  that  the  work  of  Faith  and  Order  in  America, 
had  benefited  by  the  visits  of  Dr.  Hodgson  in  March  and  April, 
1950,  and  of  the  Rev.  Oliver  Tomkins  in  May  and  June,  1950. 
The  visits  had  given  occasion  for  meetings  with  the  American  Theo- 
logical Committee  and  with  the  American  members  of  the  Faith  and 
Order  Commission.  The  Theological  Committee,  having  completed 
its  work  in  co-operation  with  the  Theological  Commission  on  the 
Church,  had  been  requested  to  prepare  material  for  the  conference 
in  November,  1951,  at  the  Ecumenical  Institute  on  non-theological 
factors  affecting  church  unity  and  disunity;  accordingly  it  had  held 
a further  meeting  on  April  13th  and  14th,  1951,  at  Drew  Seminary. 
A number  of  papers  were  read,  debated  and  revised  and  recom- 
mendations were  made  as  to  the  conference  agenda.  Two  members 
of  the  committee  planned  to  attend  the  conference. 

Dr.  Tomkins  went  on  to  say  that  the  American  Executive  Group, 
consisting  of  the  American  members  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Executive 
Committee,  had  held  three  meetings,  to  good  effect.  The  Group  was 
successful  in  arranging  for  the  attendance  of  three  American  partici- 
pants at  the  meeting  of  each  of  the  three  theological  commissions 
in  the  summer  of  1950,  when  the  reports  were  finally  revised  and 
approved.  It  had  also  initiated  the  preparation  of  a popular  study 
booklet  for  lay  people  on  the  subjects  to  be  considered  at  the  Lund 
Conference,  and  requested  the  member  churches  to  appoint  repre- 
sentatives on  a ‘ Committee  on  the  Promotion  of  Faith  and  Order 
Studies  ’ which  should  promote  the  use  of  the  booklet,  and  of  Mr. 
Tomkins’  book,  The  Church  in  the  Purpose  of  God , through  the 
regular  educational  channels  of  each  denomination.  The  study- 
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booklet  was  written  by  the  Rev.  James  W.  Kennedy  under  the  title 
Exploring  Paths  of  Church  Unity,  and  had  been  published  in 
February  by  the  Conference  of  U.S.A.  Member  Churches  of  the  World 
Council.  The  Committee  on  Promotion  had  been  duly  appointed  and 
had  met  twice;  its  members  had  effectively  introduced  both  books  to 
the  educational  agencies  of  their  own  denominations,  through  which 
it  was  expected  that  they  would  have  a wide  circulation  and  use 
during  the  coming  year  among  women's  groups  and  young  people’s 
groups  in  local  churches.  The  books  were  also  being  used  in  church 
conferences  during  this  summer,  both  denominational  and  inter- 
denominational. One  thousand  copies  of  The  Church  in  the  Purpose 
of  God  had  been  sold  by  the  Interseminary  Movement  to  students 
in  scores  of  American  theological  seminaries.  By  such  means  it  was 
hoped  to  build  up  a widespread  and  intelligent  interest  among  the 
lay  people  of  the  churches  in  America  in  the  subjects  that  would  be 
considered  by  their  official  delegates  at  Lund. 

5.  PRESENTATION  OF  THE  REPORTS  OF  THE 
THEOLOGICAL  COMMISSIONS 

A.  Report  of  the  Commission  on  the  Church 

Dr.  Flew  said  that  the  school  at  Clärens  brought  vividly 
back  to  his  mind  at  least  two  pictures  connected  with  his 
work  in  the  last  thirteen  years.  After  the  appointment  of 
the  members  of  the  Commission  on  the  Church  in  1938,  it 
was  a year  before  they  met  for  the  first  time,  in  1939,  at 
Clärens.  One  of  his  first  remembrances  was  saying  to  a most 
notable  theologian  who  had  represented  his  communion  at 
all  the  conferences  since,  ‘Would  it  not  be  possible  for  you 
to  bring  together  a number  of  theologians  who  could  study 
the  doctrine  which  you  hold  in  your  communion  about  the 
nature  of  the  Church?’  This  friend  of  thirty  years'  standing 
had  looked  at  him  with  horror  and  said,  ‘Impossible!’  That 
nad  been  his  introduction  to  his  task  : that  had  been  how 
people  felt  in  those  days.  The  next  picture,  also  connected 
with  Clärens,  was  in  one  of  the  small  rooms  in  which  sub- 
committees met.  It  had  been  in  1939,  when  the  chairman 
was  laying  before  the  Commission  the  work  to  which  it  had 
been  called.  There  were  to  be  no  less  than  four  volumes: 
<(i)  biblical,  (2)  historical,  (3)  statements  that  could  be  made 
to-day  about  the  beliefs  held  in  each  particular  communion, 
and  (4)  conclusion,  report  and  possible  synthesis.  The 
interest  of  that  particular  meeting,  which  had  included 
notable  representatives  from  the  United  States  and  from 
Germany,  was  that  most  of  it  had  been  spent  in  depreciation 
of  a volume  II,  and  in  asking  whether  the  historical  treatment 
of  the  doctrine  of  the  Church  was  necessary  at  all.  That  had 
been  twelve  years  ago:  twelve  years  in  time,  but  how 
different  in  atmosphere. 

The  Report  depended  entirely  upon  the  facts  that  had  been 
gathered  for  the  volumes,  especially  for  volume  III  containing 
fourteen  separate  documents,  all  of  which  save  one  bore  more 
than  the  authority  of  a single  theologian.  The  Report  itself 
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was  intelligible  even  without  those  statements,  but  its 
authority  depended  entirely  upon  the  way  in  which  the  vast 
volume,  which  would  be  more  than  150,000  words  long  and 
which  was  in  proof,  was  examined. 

Dr.  Flew  went  on  to  say  that  the  question  which  he  was 
called  upon  by  the  Executive  to  put  before  the  meeting  was 
whether  members  thought  the  Commission  had  collected 
sufficient  material  for  the  discussion  at  Lund  and  whether  any 
important  issue  had  been  overlooked.  He  begged  the  mem- 
bers to  confine  their  attention  during  the  discussion  as  much 
as  possible  to  that  question.  He  then  drew  the  attention  of 
the  members  to  the  second  paragraph  on  p.  13  of  the  Report, 
recording  ‘agreements’,  and  to  pp.  14-20  and  56-66,  recording 
‘disagreements’.  Members  would  have  the  right  to  ask  which 
of  these  intractable  differences  ought  to  be  examined  first. 
He  would  answer  that,  out  of  those  which  had  been  listed, 
the  question  of  the  limits  of  the  Church  and  the  mode  of  its 
definition  was  one  of  the  primary  sources  of  the  divisions  and 
of  the  acerbity  of  the  differences,  while  another  fundamental 
source  was  the  question  of  the  nature  of  authority  in  the 
Church  and  the  relation  of  Scripture  to  tradition  which  was 
bound  up  with  it.  There,  Dr.  Flew  thought,  the  churches 
should  fix  their  gaze,  with  the  other  questions  grouped  round 
about  those  two  problems. 

The  churches  had  the  right  to  ask  what  their  business 
at  Lund  should  be.  That  question,  he  said,  was  answered  in 
the  last  chapter  on  ‘Our  future  discussion’.  In  particular 
two  subjects  had  been  mentioned — the  nature  of  continuity, 
and  the  nature  of  sacraments,  with  which,  of  course,  was 
bound  up  the  concept  of  the  priesthood.  Those  questions 
might  be  part  of  the  pabulum  at  Lund.  The  work  of  the 
Commission  had  been  of  absorbing  interest,  and  although  the 
work  of  the  chairman  was  not  yet  finished  it  was  nearing  its 
completion  as  regards  volume  III.  More  than  half  of  the 
articles  for  volumes  I and  II  were,  he  believed,  in  hand -and 
others  under  way,  with  the  exception  of  one  or  two  articles 
for  which  had  not  yet  been  able,  after  correspondence,  to 
secure  writers.  Dr.  Flew  said  he  had  sought  consolation  on 
this  point  from  the  Theological  Secretary,  who  had  agreed 
that  it  was  not  quite  so  important  even  if  volumes  I and  II 
were  not  out  in  time  for  Lund — as  he  still  hoped  they  might 
be. 

Dr.  Flew  concluded  by  saying  that  the  Commission  had 
by  no  means  solved  its  problem:  who  could  solve  it  at  the 
present  time?  All  their  sense  of  urgency  could  not  solve 
the  problem  of  their  disunity.  But  their  endeavours  could, 
by  the  grace  of  God,  put  them  in  the  temper  in  which  the 
problem  could  be,  and  must  be,  faced  in  a new  way.  The 
old  saying  of  Raymond  Lull  was  perhaps  appropriate  : ‘It 
is  not  in  thy  power  to  secure  success  for  the  labours  which 
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thou  art  undertaking  for  God.  It  is  not  in  thy  power  even 
that  thou  shouldst  see  success  of  thy  labours.  But  neither 
is  it  in  thy  power  to  desist  therefrom’. 

The  Chairman  paid  a warm  tribute  to  Dr.  Flew  for  his 
untiring  labours  during  so  many  years  as  Chairman  of  this 
important  Commission.  Knowing  that  it  was  a matter  very 
near  to  his  heart,  they  realized  that  this  day  must  be  a 
memorable  one  for  him.  They  thanked  him  and  congratu- 
lated him  on  the  work  achieved. 

In  opening  the  meeting  for  full  discussion,  the  Chairman 
suggested  that  it  would  be  profitable  to  consider  the  problem 
of  how  the  most  important  problems  relating  to  the  Church 
should  be  formulated  for  the  Lund  Conference. 

Bishop  Holt  endorsed  the  appreciation  expressed  by  the 
Chairman  of  the  painstaking  work  which  had  been  carried 
out  under  Dr.  Flew’s  capable  guidance.  He  was  sure  that  a 
Commission  such  as  this  could  not  have  worked  for  so  long 
without  becoming  conscious  of  increasing  agreements  and,  at 
the  same  time,  of  strong  disagreements.  As  far  back  as  1939 
the  Commission  had  begun  to  obtain  authoritative  statements 
from  particular  communions.  He  wished  to  ask  whether  it 
had  not  been  apparent  in  their  meetings  and  correspondence 
that  such  differences  of  opinion  existed  within  the  same  com- 
munion on  the  nature  of  the  Church  that  those  belonging  to 
the  same  communion  had  more  disagreements  than  with  some 
members  of  other  communions. 

Dr.  Flew,  before  replying  to  Bishop  Holt's  question, 
acknowledged  his  tribute,  and  took  the  opportunity  of  ex- 
pressing the  appreciation  of  the  Theological  Commission  for 
the  work  done  by  the  American  Theological  Committee.  Its 
volume  had  been  considered  so  important  that  it  was  to  be 
included  in  the  volume  on  the  Church.  In  reply  to  the 
question,  he  thought  Bishop  Holt  would  find  in  the  Report 
many  admissions  that  some  differences  cut  across  confessional 
boundaries;  but  these  differences  were,  ex  hypothesi,  not  the 
ones  which  prevented  the  churches  from  having  communion 
with  one  another.  They  had  been  concerned,  not  so  much 
with,  for  example,  Barthian  and  anti-Barthian  positions 
representing  divisions  in  the  churches,  as  with  those  things 
which  had  separated  them  in  the  past  and  which  still 
separated  them. 

' Prof.  Florovsky  thought  the  Report  was  a good  intro- 
duction to  the  problem,  and  to  the  discussion  at  Lund,  and 
he  agreed  that  the  two  problems  stated  there,  the  nature  of 
the  continuity  of  the  Church,  and  the  conception  of  sacrifice 
which  was  at  the  bottom  of  sacramental  doctrine,  were  those 
with  which  Lund  would  have  to  deal.  He  wished  to  raise 
two  points  : first,  he  thought  it  was  of  great  importance  that, 
in  planning  the  Lund  Conference,  serious  attention  should 
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be  given  to  the  wider  theological  perspective  in  which  the 
doctrine  of  the  Church  ought  to  be  discussed.  It  was  always 
dangerous  to  separate  one  particular  aspect  of  the  faith  and 
try  to  discuss  it  by  itself. 

Secondly,  he  thought  that  divisions  cutting  across  con- 
fessions, about  which  Bishop  Holt  had  spoken,  ought,  pre- 
cisely for  that  reason,  to  be  given  very  serious  consideration. 
He  believed  that  their  existence  was  of  the  greatest  ecu- 
menical promise — not  because  there  were  divisions  within 
denominations,  but  because  these  divisions,  generally  speak- 
ing, followed  the  same  sacrosanct  opposition  or  alternative 
which  was  inadequately  described  as  ‘catholic’  and  ‘protes- 
tant’, showing  how  Christianity  was  polarized;  the  recog- 
nition of  this  inner  tension  implied  that  people  were  not 
satisfied  with  any  via  media  but  wanted  to  raise  these  ultimate 
issues.  It  was  a pity,  although  inevitable,  that  the  historical 
volumes  could  not  have  been  prepared  in  time  for  Lund, 
since  it  was  impossible  to  discuss  the  tension  created  by  the 
crisis  of  the  16th  century  without  really  examining  the 
biblical  data. 

He  spoke,  thirdly,  about  non-theological  factors.  He  still 
found  among  Christians  of  the  ‘left’  a misunderstanding  or 
inability  to  understand  what  was  meant  by  the  Apostolic 
Successron;  they  persisted  in  believing  that  those  who 
defended  it  were  tying  the  activity  of  God  to  certain  historical 
or  external,  if  not  magical,  forms,  which  no  catholic  ever  did. 
Yet  he  found  it  difficult  to  explain;  and  he  thought  that  this 
difficulty  was  a non-theological  factor.  He  gave  as  another 
illustration  his  correspondence  with  a friend  in  the  Church 
of  Scotland,  with  whom  he  came  to  complete  agreement  on 
all  points  of  ecclesiological  doctrine.  Suddenly  his  friend 
jumped  from  a solid  piece  of  catholic  theology  to  protestant 
conclusions,  while  he  himself  would  have  deduced  from  it 
the  Orthodox  belief.  He  believed  that  often,  if  they  were 
sincere,  they  would  find  there  was  a jump  or  break  in  their 
arguments,  where  they  were  led  by  their  human  psychology. 
Such  questions  as  this  should  be  given  serious  consideration 
at  Lund. 

Professor  Clavier  added  his  tribute  to  the  words  that 
had  been  said  in  appreciation  of  the  work  of  Commission  I 
and  its  chairman.  He  wished  to  give  an  answer  to  the  second 
of  the  questions  put  by  Dr.  Flew.  He  wondered  whether 
the  horizontal  lines  cutting  across  confessions,  which  had  also 
been  spoken  of  at  Amsterdam,  might  not  also  be  the  lines 
of  working  of  the  Holy  Spirit.  It  was  usual,  in  thinking  of 
the  work  of  the  Holy  Spirit — as  for  example  in  Barth’s 
treatment — to  think  of  vertical  lines;  but  might  not  the  Spirit 
also  have  the  power  to  take  horizontal  lines?  He  was  glad 
to  see,  on  p.  57  of  the  Report,  that  serious  studies  had  already 
been  made  on  the  question  of  the  nature  and  work  of  the 
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Holy  Spirit,  and  he  wanted  to  suggest  that  the  subject  might 
be  considered  further  at  Lund  or  afterwards  in  a theological 
commission. 

Professor  Alivisatos  expressed  his  happiness  at  having 
been  able  to  co-operate  with  Dr.  Flew  in  the  work  of  the 
Commission  on  the  Church.  He  took  up  two  points  which 
he  thought  needed  rather  more  serious  consideration.  Firstly, 
he  missed  in  the  Report  a sufficiently  careful  attention  to  the 
historical  events  and  presuppositions  which  lay  behind  the 
differences  between  the  churches,  particularly  when  the 
doctrine  of  Apostolic  Succession  was  spoken  of.  In  the 
second  place,  he  thought  special  consideration  ought  to  be 
given  to  the  position  of  the  laity  in  the  Church.  He  thought 
that  perhaps  this  matter  did  not  have,  for  Protestant  theolo- 
gians, the  same  meaning  for  the  nature  of  the  Church  as  it 
had  in  the  Orthodox  Church,  in  contrast  to  the  Roman 
Church.  For  the  Orthodox  it  was  impossible  to  look  at  the 
Church,  as  the  great  body  containing  all  those  who  believe 
in  Christ,  without  giving  a precise  and  clear  definition  of  the 
position  of  the  laity  in  contrast  to  that  of  the  clergy. 

Professor  Staehelin  thought  they  should  concentrate 
their  attention  on  the  way  in  which  the  questions  should  be 
discussed  at  Lund.  They  ought  perhaps  not  to  talk  so  much 
about  their  differences  or  about  non-theological  factors,  but 
rather  to  discuss  the  great  acts  of  their  salvation  and  try  and 
understand  from  them  what  was  essential  about  the  nature 
of  the  Church.  In  particular,  the  Church  shduld  be  discussed 
in  the  light  of  the  coming  Kingdom  of  God.  He  suggested 
that  the  Commission  on  the  Church  might  be  asked  to  work 
further  on  preparing  clear  questions  to  be  put  to  the  delegates 
at  Lund,  in  order  to  ensure  a fruitful  discussion. 

Mr.  LeQuesne  referred  to  the  frequent  statement  that  new 
lines  of  division  were  appearing  which  would  eventually 
supersede  the  old  lines  with  which  they  were  familiar.  He 
thought  these  new  lines  ought  to  be  more  clearly  defined  if 
they  were  to  be  discussed  at  Lund. 

Dr.  Flew,  replying  to  the  debate,  said  that  the  choice  now 
was  as  to  whether  more  stress  should  be  laid  on  chapter  4 or 
on  chapter  6.  Chapter  6 dealt  with  ‘Our  future  tasks'  and 
chapter  4 with  new  trends  in  theology.  In  his  opinion  ample 
material  had  been  provided  in  the  Report  for  everything  for 
which  the  critics  had  asked. 

B.  Report  of  the  Commission  on  Ways  of  Worship 

Mr.  Vos  said  it  was  a great  honour  for  him  to  have  been 
entrusted  with  the  task  of  presenting  to  the  Comm'ssion  the 
Report  of  the  Theological  Commission  on  Ways  of  Worship, 
the  preparation  of  which  had  given  him,  and,  he  was  sure, 
all  the  members  of  the  Commission,  such  great  joy.  Members 
would  recollect  that,  at  the  time  of  the  1949  meeting  of  the 
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Commission,  a draft  report  by  the  chairman  had  been  drawn 
up  and  presented  as  a provisional  report  to  that  meeting. 
Afterwards  the  report  had  been  discussed  by  the  Commission 
itself  in  Thun  in  1949.  The  report  had  been  revised  and  a 
second  draft  submitted  to  the  Ways  of  Worship  Commission 
in  the  summer  of  1950,  when  it  was  studied  by  a more  repre- 
sentative body  than  ever  before.  The  chairman’s  draft  had 
been  accepted  as  the  central  section  of  the  final  report,  and 
two  sections  had  been  added,  one  a factual  statement  sur- 
veying the  different  types  of  worship,  and  the  other  distin- 
guishing between  those  ways  of  worship  which,  though 
different,  could  nevertheless  be  compatible  with  other  forms 
of  worship  in  one  church,  and  those  which  could  not  co-exist 
in  one  church.  Members  would  find  on  pp.  6-22  of  the  Report 
the  central  section,  the  draft  of  which  had  been  submitted  in 
1949  and  revised  in  the  light  of  the  discussions  at  Chichester 
and  Thun.  The  first  section  added  to  it,  on  pp.  3-5,  was  a 
survey  of  the  present  situation,  only  descriptive  without 
passing  any  judgment,  distinguishing  and  classifying  the 
different  ways  of  worship  of  different  churches  of  Christendom 
tb-day.  The  third  section  proposed  that  the  delegates  should 
think  a little  more,  in  the  time  between  now  and  the  Lund 
Conference,  about  the  disagreements  and  the  differences 
which  still  existed  between  the  churches  as  a whole. 

With  regard  to  further  work  of  the  Commission,  Mr.  Vos 
said  that  unfortunately,  after  some  years  of  work,  if  had 
proved  impossible  for  the  Commission  to  cover  the  whole  field 
described  in  its  terms  of  reference,  and  not  all  lines  of  enquiry 
had  received  due  attention.  The  question  of  the  historical 
volumes  had  already  been  a matter  of  debate  at  the  Baam 
meeting.  It  had  been  agreed  that  it  was  not  really  necessary 
to  have  a complete  history  of  Christian  worship,  and  that, 
instead  of  supplying  fresh  material,  some  books  should  be 
recommended  which  would  equally  serve  the  purpose.  In- 
stead of  issuing  the  leaflets  described  in  section  (a)  of  the 
lines  of  enquiry,  it  was  first  proposed  to  publish  a book  on 
the  many  liturgical  traditions  to  be  used  at  Faith  and  Order 
conferences  and  assemblies  of  the  World  Council.  It  had 
been  found,  however,  that  the  W.S.C.F.  was  already  working 
towards  a similar  end,  and  it  was  decided  to  accept  the  new 
edition  of  Venite  Adoremus  as  a substitute  although  it  did  not 
quite  cover  the  same  ground.  It  was  agreed  that  the  volume 
should  consist  of  papers  received  on  section  (b)  supplemented 
by  some  others  so  that  the  main  traditions  would  be  repre- 
sented. The  two  sets  of  memoranda,  (1)  on  inner  meanings 
of  the  Word  and  Sacraments  and  (2)  on  Mariology,  in  revised 
form,  would  have  to  be  added  to  these,  while  the  memorandum 
of  Hayman  and  Shaw,  a new  piece  of  work,  should  also  be 
included.  Mr.  Vos  concluded  by  saying  that  the  members 
would  notice  that  this  Report  was  the  smallest  of  the  three,. 
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but  most  of  the  points  mentioned  had  been  discussed 
thoroughly  and  again  and  again.  For  instance,  the  question 
of  the  relation  between  Word  and  Sacrament  had  been  dis- 
cussed at  every  meeting,  and  that  was  one  of  the  reasons  why 
the  study  was  far  from  complete  and  why  the  Commission 
strongly  desired  to  continue  to  work  in  some  way  or  other 
after  Lund. 

The  Chairman  thanked  Mr.  Vos  for  the  way  in  which  he 
had  presented  the  Report,  and  for  his  most  valuable  work  for 
the  Commission. 

y Pastor  Maury  said  he  wished  to  thank  the  Commission  for 
its  work,  and  to  speak  somewhat  as  Prof.  Staehelin  had 
spoken  on  the  other  Report.  If  he  appeared  to  be  a little 
critical,  it  was  because  he  wished  to  give  force  to  what  he 
wanted  to  say  in  the  meeting.  The  document  appeared  to 
him,  as  a Reformed  theologian,  as  one-sided.  It  appeared  to 
have  been  written  by  a commission  which  had  on  the  whole 
adopted  the  Catholic  position.  It  was  not  that  there  was  no 
mention  of  the  Reformed  tradition,'  but  rather  that  it  was 
regarded  from  the  Catholic  point  of  view.  When  the  Report 
spoke  of  the  liturgical  revival  it  did  not  give  enough  emphasis 
to  the  quite  different  background  from  which  that  revival 
sprang  in  the  Reformed  Church,  for  which  reason  the  liturgical 
movement  in  the  Reformed  Church  was  bound  to  be  quite 
different  from  that  found  in  Catholic  tradition,  whether 
Roman,  Orthodox  or  Anglican.  It  was  a quite  different  litur- 
gical movement.  The  Report  assumed  that  the  expression 
‘liturgy’  was  always  a Catholic  liturgy.  When  people  who 
belonged  to  the  Catholic  tradition  spoke  about  a liturgical 
revival,  they  found  in  that  movement  a kind  of  confirmation 
of  their  own  position  and  said  : ‘Now  we  have  a new  way  of 
expressing  our  own  conviction,  which  is  a Catholic  conviction.’ 
But,  according  to  Reformed  conviction,  the  liturgical  renewal 
o'ught  to  express  the  church’s  own  theological  realism;  the 
continuity  of  the  words  used  was  not  looked  for.  Such  people 
were  not  interested,  in  his  judgment,  to  use  the  same  words  as 
were  used  sixteen  centuries  ago,  or  even  one  century  ago.  but 
to  find  a way  of  worship  which  was  more  and  more  closely 
in  touch  with  the  outside  world.  Pastor  Maury  said  he  would 
like  a better  expression  of  the  position  of  the  Commission  about 
liturgical  renewal  made  apparent  in  the  preparatory  work  for 
Lund,  or  otherwise  he  would  have  to  say  the  same  thing  again 
at  Lund.  He  was  not  speaking  only  from  the  Reformed  point 
of  view,  but  from  the  ecumenical  point  of  view.  He  did  not 
find  sufficient  ways  forwards.  The  Report  spoke  of  the  differ- 
ences in  the  past  and  the  present  but  there  was  no  note  of 
striving  -to  a discovery  of  a new  way  for  the  Church. 

Dr.  Asmussen  said  that  to  separate  teaching  from  worship 
led  to  fruitless  debate.  It  was  very  important  to  give  attention 
to  the  question  because  Pastor  Maury  had  come  to  a very 
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different  conclusion  from  that  of  the  commission.  When  he 
thought  of  the  group  which  was  working  to-day  in  Germany, 
he  was  sure  that  particularly  the  youth  were  looking  forward  to 
new  ways.  Therefore  he  wanted  to  propose  that  that  question 
should  be  taken  up  again  in  the  plenary  sessions  after  the 
committee  had  dealt  with  the  other  reports.  What  Pastor 
Maury  had  said  made  it  quite  clear  that  there  were  some 
questions  not  expressed  as  distinctly  as  they  should  have  been 
expressed  and  it  was  impossible  to  go  to  the  Lund  Conference 
without  having  discussed  these  questions  again. 

Professor  Berkelbach  remarked  that  he  thought  it  would 
be  in  obedience  to  the  spirit  of  Pentecost  to  demand  at  least 
that  the  members  came  to  Lund  understanding  the  two  other 
languages  which  were  to  be  used,  so  that  there  would  be  no 
need  to  translate.  It  was  most  difficult  to  translate  such  subtle 
remarks  and  the  whole  spirit  of  the  meeting  would  be  much 
easier  and  they  would  be  one  step  nearer  to  the  spirit  of 
Pentecost. 

He  then  went  on  to  say  that  he  was  very  interested  in  tl^e 
Report,  particularly  because  it  was  largely  the  work  of  his 
friend,  Professor  van  der  Leeuw,  but  he  was  frankly  a little 
disappointed.  The  Report  was  descriptive  and  there  was  in 
it  a good  deal  of  detailed  work  which  was  good  and  responsible, 
but  he  missed  the  ‘forward  look.'  He  missed  also  the  mention 
of  the  relation  between  faith  and  art,  exemplified  in  Prof.  v.  d. 
Leeuw,  who  had  been  both  an  artist  and  a theologian.  This 
point  would  be  a quite  original  one  in  the  discussions  on  wor- 
ship at  conferences. 

Fr.  Brandreth  discerned  a,  jump  between  parts  i and  2 
of  the  Report  on  Ways  of  Worship.  There  was  in  the  first 
part  an  excellent  setting  for  what  was  to  be  said  about  cor- 
porate worship,  but  the  second  part  simply  described  litur- 
gical and  corporate  worship  as  various  forms  of  words.  He 
missed  totally  an  emphasis  on  liturgy  and  corporate  worship 
not  as  something  we  say  but  as  something  which  the  worship- 
ping body  of  Christ  does.  Secondly,  reference  was  made  to 
liturgical  movements  in  the  Roman  Catholic  Church,  but 
none  to  the  way  in  which  the  Roman  Church  in  France,  and 
also  in  Germany  and  to  some  extent  in  Switzerland,  was  using 
the  liturgy  in  parishes,  factories  and  on  the  mission  field,  so 
that  it  had  become  a point  of  missionary  advance  as  well  as 
the  enclosed  people  of  God  growing  towards  our  Lord. 

Canon  Riches  said  that  the  discussion  so  far  had  revealed 
the  truth  that  the  statements  in  the  Report  perhaps  did  not 
mean  the  same  things  to  some  members  of  the  Commission 
as  they  did  to  others.  For  some  people  the  Report  said 
things  which  were  vitally  important  and  which  meant  every- 
thing to  them,  but  those  for  whom  they  did  not  mean  the  same 
would  ask  the  question  : ‘What  are  these  things  and  why  are 
they  so  important  for  the  understanding  of  the  living  unity 
of  the  Church?’ 
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Dr.  Menn  said  that  Pastor  Maury  had  questioned  whether 
the  picture  given  in  the  booklet  was  an  adequate  one  and  he 
would  like  to  question  it  from  a different  point  of  view, 
namely,  that  he  did  not  find  any  mention  of  the  fact  that  in 
the  churches  of  the  Reformation — not  only  in  the  Reformed 
Church — wherever  there  were  growing  liturgical  movements 
there  were  also  counter-movements.  He  thought  it  was 
necessary  to  mention  that  in  a Report  like  this,  because  it 
showed  that  the  liturgical  movement  was  arousing  real  ques- 
tions and  disturbing  the  local  congregations.  Some  of  the 
people  who  criticised  the  liturgical  movement  did  so  because 
they  felt  it  to  be  a form  of  escapism  from  the  very  urgent  and 
important  questions  which  the  Church  had  to  deal  with  to-day. 

Mr.  Vos  admitted  that  the  Commission  was  fully  aware 
that  it  had  not  paid  sufficient  attention  to  counter-movements 
of  liturgical  renewal.  That  was  partly  due  to  the  composition 
of  the  Commission,  of  course,  but  it  was  not  quite  true  that 
it  had  not  paid  any  attention  to  the  matter.  At  the  last 
meeting  in  Thun  there  were  present  a large  number  of  people 
who  represented  another  view  from  that  of  the  main  body 
of  the  Commission,  and  the  Commission  members  would  find 
between  the  .lines  remarks  which  had  come  out  of  those 
particular  discussions.  All  the  other  things  which  had  been 
said  would  be  taken  into  account  and  there  would  be  enough 
opportunity  at  Lund  to  put  forward  all  the  criticisms  which 
had  had  to  be  compressed  into  this  short  debate. 

The  Chairman  said  that  the  discussion  had  underlined  the 
fact  that  further  supplementary  material  would  be  needed 
for  the  Lund  Conference.  The  staff  would  have  this  question 
in  mind,  and  a later  item  on  the  agenda  provided  for  discus- 
sion of  publications  necessary  for  Lund. 

Dr.  Hodgson  said  that  the  Executive  Committee  had,  he 
thought,  anticipated  something  of  the  last  hour’s  discussion, 
and  he  had  been  asked  to  call  together  the  members  of  the 
Ways  of  Worship  Commission,  and  those  who  had  taken  part 
in  its  gatherings  although  not  members,  the  following  after- 
noon to  consider  what  should  be  done  in  the  light  of  that 
morning’s  discussion.  Those  who  had  been  at  Thun  in  1950 
would  remember  that,  when  Professor  v.  d.  Leeuw  had  to 
leave,  he.  Dr.  Hodgson,  had  been  asked  to  take  the  chair. 
That  was  why  he  was  being  asked  to  call  the  meeting  in  this 
way.  One  of  the  things  to  be  done  was  to  try  to  find  a better 
and  more  permanent  chairman  for  the  coming  year.  Otherwise 
the  group  would  consider  what,  in  view  of  the  discussion, 
needed  to  be  done  for  the  furtherance  of  the  work  before 
Lund.  Those  concerned  were:  Archbishop  Brilioth,  Dr. 
Hodgson,  Dr.  Asmussen,  Mr.  Vos,  jPrbf.  Florovsky,  Mr. 
Hayman,  Dr.  Katz,  Prof.  Schweizer,  Bishop  Stählin,  Dr. 
Gresham  and  Dr.  Menn. 
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Common  Devotional  Understanding 

The  Chairman  reminded  the  Commission  that  the  Ways  of 
Worship  Commission  had  been  authorized  by  the  Executive 
Committee  to  bring  together  a small  group  to  discuss  the 
approach  to  the  work  of  reunion  through  common  devotional 
understanding,  based  on  the  well-known  Hayman-Shaw 
memorandum.  This  group  was  a sub-committee  of  the 
commission,  and  he  would  now  call  upon  Mr.  Hayman  to 
give  a short  report  of  its  work. 

Mr.  Hayman  said  that  an  original  memorandum,  which  had 
been  very  kindly  received  by  the  Chichester  meeting  in  1949, 
was  expanded  largely  at  the  request  of  the  chairman  of  the 
Ways  of  Worship  Commission.  It  was  thoroughly  discussed 
there  and  very  cordially  adopted,  and  a sub-committee 
officially  appointed  by  the  Ways  of  Worship  Commission  was 
set  up  to  carry  forward  the  work  which  had  only  just  begun. 
There  lay  the  problem  for  discussion  to-day.  The  Commission 
on  Ways  of  Worship,  starting  from  doctrine,  and  moving  on 
to  the  worship  of  the  Church,  had  now  moved  into  a third 
field  of  the  devotional  and  spiritual  life.  He  did  not  wish  to 
use  those  words  in  a vague  and  general  form.  He  meant 
definitely  the  question  which  Ways  of  Worship  had  posed  for 
the  Faith  and  Order  Movement,  viz.  : How  does  the  Church 
in  her  broken  separations  conceive  the  soul's  approach  to 
God  ? What  is  the  nature  and  the  goal  of  the  spiritual  life  ? 
Those  questions  were  not  merely  individualism,  still  less 
pietism.  The  most  personal  devotion  was  always  in  the  setting 
of  the  prayer  of  the  whole  Church,  and  that  prayer  was  the 
root  of  the  faith  of  the  whole  Church.  In  fact,  to  use  the 
technical  words,  dogmatics  and  liturgies  and  ascetics  were 
one  indivisible  whole.  The  memorandum  to  which  he  had 
referred  formed  the  last  chapter  in  the  volume  of  essays  pre- 
pared by  the  Ways  of  Worship  Commission,  and  there  the 
awkward  term  'ascetic  theology'  was  defined  simply  by  saying 
that  it  implied  the  training  of  the  whole  man  for  his  ultimate 
purpose  of  union  with  God.  He  used  the  term  'spiritual  life' 
in  that  quite  definite  sense. 

In  1949,  as  the  Commission  knew,  Ways  of  Worship  set 
up  this  sub-committee  fully  representative  of  its  own  member- 
ship, and  the  practical  work  outlined  in  the  memorandum 
was  carefully  examined  by  the  sub-committee  at  two  meetings, 
including  one  full  day  in  London  when  the  whole  of  the  first 
conference  was  planned.  The  Anglican  members  had,  with 
some  reluctance,  accepted  the  responsibility  of  leadership, 
and  it  had  followed  in  consequence  that  this  careful  study  and 
sharing  of  the  rules  of  the  spiritual  life  took  place  in  an 
Anglican  religious  house.  The  members  had  been  quite  sure 
that  the  setting  of  an  ordered  life  of  worship  and  prayer  was 
the  only  place  for  a conference  of  that  kind.  It  was  not  a 
committee  with  minutes  and  circulated  papers.  Its  method 
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of  work  was  simpler,  slower  and  much  less  spectacular,  and 
it  needed  a setting  where  the  work  was  already  going  on.  A 
group  of  eighteen  people,  Anglican,  Orthodox,  Reformed  and 
Lutheran  had  therefore  met  for  a full  week  without  any  sense 
of  hurry.  Ample  time  was  left  in  the  programme  to  do  the 
work  thoroughly  and  pray  ft  out,  not  merely  to  discuss 
matters  against  the  clock.  The  theme  could  be  described  very 
shortly  and  simply.  There  were  on  the  one  hand  the  two 
great  actions  of  God  in  our  redemption  and  our  sanctification, 
and  on  the  other  hand  the  two  corresponding  acts  of  human 
obedience  in  response,  the  Eucharist  and  personal  prayer  and 
discipline.  The  meeting  was  set  in  the  ordered  pattern  of 
the  worship  of  the  house,  but  in  addition  to  that  carrying 
through  of  the  Church’s  day  from  Matins  to  Compline,  there 
had  been  on  each  day,  after  the  worship  of  the  house,  a 
celebration  of  the  Holy  Communion  in  accordance  with  the 
usage  of  the  various  communions  concerned.  All  had  shared 
in  that  act  of  worship  and  in  the  acts  of  corporate  prayer 
which  followed  during  the  day.  There  had  thus  been  six 
celebrations  of  that  character,  Orthodox,  Anglican,  Swedish, 
German,  Scottish  and  French  rites.  It  had  been  quite  obvious 
that  a really  intimate  sharing  in  the  liturgy  in  that  way  was 
a totally  different  thing  from  an  academic  discussion  of  its 
doctrine  and  implications,  and  it  had  brought  the  members 
more  painfully  face  to  face  with  the  sin  and  shame  of  the 
divisions  in  the  Christian  Church. 

The  meeting  had  not  intended  to  draw  up  schemes  or 
proposals,  and  consequently  any  detailed  findings  need  not 
be  commented  upon  at  this  meeting.  A detailed  report  existed, 
but  the  sub-committee  had  not  yet  decided  upon  its  use.  But 
it  was  the  future  of  this  work  which  Mr.  Hay  man  wished  to 
put  before  the  Commission  at  this  meeting.  The  group  felt 
convinced  that  something  of  continuing  importance,  not  only 
for  the  Ways  of  Worship  members  but  for  the  Faith  and  Order 
Movement,  had  been  started,  and  the  group  was  concerned 
as  to  how  it  could  continue.  The  work  would,  he  believed, 
be  incomplete  unless  it  continued,  not  simply  as  a secondary 
matter,  to  concern  itself  with  the  character  of  the  discipline 
of  the  spiritual  life  into  which  God  had  called  His  Church  in 
union  with  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ. 

The  Chairman  reminded  the  meeting  of-  the  resolution 
passed  at  the  1949  meeting  of  the  Commission,  thanking  Mr. 
Hayman  for  his  memorandum,  expressing  its  sense  of  the  deep 
importance  of  the  subject,  and  urging  the  members  of  the 
Commission  to  stimulate  study  on  the  lines  suggested  in  inter- 
confessional regional  groups.  The  last  of  the  essays  in  the 
volume  which  was  shortly  to  be  published  dealt  with  this 
project,  and  the  question  before  the  meeting  was  whether, 
and  how,  it  might  give  its  blessing  to  this  group  to  continue  its 
work  and  to  go  further  on  the  same  lines. 
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After  further  brief  discussion  the  following  resolution  was 
carried,  with  one  dissentient1  : 

That  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  authorizes  the  con- 
tinued activity  of  the  Sub-committee  on  Devotional  Under- 
standing, set  up  by  the  Theological  Commission  on  Ways  of 
Worship,  until  the  Lund  Conference,  and  instructs  the 
Executive  to  make  the  requisite  financial  provision  within  the 
present  budget. 

C.  Report  on  Intercommunion 

Dr.  Baillie  said  that  the  two  tasks  set  itself  by  the  Com- 
mission were  (i)  to  prepare  a formal  report,  which  was  already 
in  the  hands  of  the  members  and  (2)  to  publish  a composite 
volume  on  intercommunion  which  would  include  the  Report. 

Dr.  Bailliè  said  he  would  speak  briefly  to  the  Report  but 
that  it  might  be  worth  while  first  to  say  something  about  the 
volume  because  proofs  were  not  available  and  the  book  would 
not  appear  for  some  months  yet.  It  had  been  extraordinarily 
difficult  to  persuade  the  various  scholars  and  theologians  to 
present  the  goods  on  time.  The  secretary,  Professor  John 
Marsh,  had  had  to  bear  the  brunt  of  this  and  had  accepted 
almost  the  entire  burden  of  correspondence  and  editorship. 
Dr.  Baillie  paid  a warm  tribute  to  all  that  Dr.  Marsh  had 
done  for  the  Commission  as  its  secretary. 

The  members  of  the  Commission  were  already  familiar  with 
the  general  scheme  of  the  book,  and  it  was  outlined  on  p.5 
of  the  Report,  but  it  might  be  interesting  to  hear  the  names 
of  the  scholars  and  theologians  who  were  contributing  to  the 
historical  section  of  the  volume.  They  were  as  follows  : — 

|i)  The  Great  Schism  (up  to  the  eve  of  the  Reformation) — 
Professor  Florovsky. 

(2)  The  period  of  the  Reformation — Professor  Bizer  of  Bonn. 

(3)  I7th-i9th  centuries — Dr.  Ernest  Payne. 

(4)  20th  century:  Ecumenical  Movement — Rev.  O.  S. 
Tomkins. 

Dr.  Baillie  then  said  a few  words  about  the  Report  itself. 
In  the  first  place,  though  intercommunion  was  the  most 
divisive  question  possible  and  the  membership  of  the  Com- 
mission had  been  highly  representative,  it  had  been  possible 
to  succeed  in  getting  a report  which  could  be  accepted  by 
the  whole  of  the  members,  with  a few  reservations  in  the  form 
of  footnotes.  This  had  been  achieved  by  stating  the  disagree- 
ments as  well  as  the  agreements,  and  it  was  a rather  hopeful 
sign  that  it  was  more  difficult  to  reach  agreed  definitions  of 
the  disagreements  than  to  reach  agreed  definitions  of  the 


1 One  delegate,  who  voted  against  this  resolution,  subsequently 
intimated  that  he  had  so  acted  because  insufficiently  informed.  He 
«expressed  the  wish  that  the  withdrawal  of  his  opposition  be  recorded. 
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agreements.  However,  it  had  been  possible  to  do  what  had 
at  one  time  seemed  very  doubtful  : to  produce  a report  which 
all  members  could  substantially  accept. 

J But  having  said  that,  he  must  go  on  to  maintain  the  feeling 
of  disappointment  expressed  on  the  last  page  of  the  Report. 
It  seemed  likely  that  many  people  throughout  the  Christian 
world  would  feel  inclined  to  exclaim:  ‘Is  that  all  the  progress 
you  have  made  on  the  urgent  question  of  intercommunion 
in  those  years  of  study  and  discussion  ?’  The  Commission 
shared  the  disappointment  themselves,  but  had  had  to  acknow- 
ledge the  situation  as  it  actually  existed.  There  were  sharp 
differences  of  opinion  which  had  not  been  overcome,  on  the 
whole  approach  to  the  problem  of  intercommunion;  and  per- 
haps all  that  the  Commission  could  do  in  its  report  was  to 
clarify  them  for  discussion  at  the  Lund  Conference.  Surely 
they  might  hope  and  pray  that  that  Conference  would  be 
able  to  give  a clear  lead  in  the  direction  of  a solution.  It  was 
undoubtedly  something  for  which  the  Christian  world  was 
waiting. 

Dr.  Baillie  then  went  on  to  draw  attention  specially  to 
para.  VII  of  the  Report  (pp.  23  ff.)  on  ‘the  Problem  of  Com- 
munion Services  at  Ecumenical  Gatherings/  This  was  a 
practical  problem  which  had  been  felt  acutely  in  recent  years; 
most  acutely  of  all,  he  believed,  in  the  World’s  Student 
Christian  Federation.  For  this  reason  the  Commission  on 
Intercommunion  had  invited  the  Federation  to  appoint  two 
representatives  to  its  membership  and  on  this  particular  subject 
the  Report  owed  a very  great  deal  to  the  contribution  made 
by  those  two  members  as  well  as  to  a long  memorandum 
submitted  by  the  Federation.  Dr.  Baillie  hoped  that  ad 
members  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  would  take  this 
urgent  problem  very  seriously,  and  that  the  Lund  Conference 
would  do  the  same. 

A paper  which  had  been  handed  to  the  members  present 
at  this  meeting  was  a copy  of  a letter  from  President  Van 
Dusen  of  the  Union  Theological  Seminary,  New  York.  It 
made  two  points.  He  suggested  that  the  Report  did  not 
really  give  the  historical  situation  accurately.  The  Report 
spoke  of  three  different  methods  for  dealing  with  the  problem 
of  communion  services  at  ecumenical  gatherings,  and  Dr. 
Van  Dusen’s  first  point  was  that  this  took  no  account  whatever 
of  those  great  gatherings  for  communion  services  which  had 
taken  place  at  Oxford,  at  Edinburgh,  at  Tambaram  and  at 
Amsterdam.  Dr.  Van  Dusen  suggested  that  those  great 
gatherings  for  the  purpose  of  celebrating  Holy  Communion 
did  embrace  such  a large  proportion  of  the  conferences  in 
question  that  it  could  hardly  be  said  that  there  were  no 
communion  services  of  the  conference.  Dr.  Baillie  said  he 
thought  that  was  a question  not  so  much  of  the  facts  of  history 
as  of  the  interpretation  of  history.  President  Van  Dusen’s 
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second  point  was  more  directly  theological.  He  wished  to 
controvert  a principle  adopted  in  the  Report,  that  a body  like 
the  W.S.C.F.  or  the  World  Council  could  not  administer  its 
own  Sacraments,  because  such  a body  was  not  a church.  On 
this  view,  sacraments  were  sacraments  of  the  Church,  and 
only  the  Church  could  celebrate  them,  and  those  bodies  did 
not  qualify  to  make  arrangements  for  a joint  celebration. 

Dr.  Baillie  said  he  had  had  the  impression  that  the  principle 
had  been  accepted  widely  for  a long  time,  and  there  had  been 
no  discussion  at  all  on  it  in  the  Commission.  He  could 
hardly  bekeve  that  the  views  expressed  in  that  section  of  the 
Report  could  be  accused  of  being  oblivious  of  things  which  had 
been  felt  in  the  ecumenical  movement  itself. 

In  closing,  Dr.  Baillie  said  he  would  like  to  draw  attention 
to  the  final  sentence  of  the  Report  and  to  the  deep  thankful- 
ness of  the  Commission  for  the  opportunity  of  meeting  together. 

The  Chairman  expressed  the  indebtedness  of  the  meeting 
to  the  Commiss:on  on  Intercommunion,  and  to  Dr.  Baillie, 
and  invited  discussion  on  the  Report. 

Professor  Florovsky  thought  the  Report  gave  a balanced 
and  clear  picture  of  the  situation,  and  in  particular  the 
position  of  the  Orthodox  Church  was  very  adequately  des- 
cribed, and  more  space  than  he  might  have  expected  given 
to  the  presentation  of  its  point  of  view.  However,  on  page 
12  an  attempt  was  made  to  justify  the  term  intercommunion, 
and  reference  was  made  to  the  existence  of  five  Orthodox 
Archbishops  for  the  same  territory  in  New  York  City.  This 
reference  was  misleading,  because  it  had  no  relation  to  the 
problem  of  intercommunion:  the  different  jurisdictions  in 
New  York  were  in  communion  with  one  another  without  any 
discussion. 

Further,  on  page  29,  point  2 of  Agreements:  ‘that  this  One 
Holy  Catholic  and  Apostolic  Church  ought  to  have  visible 
unity  in  the  world,  and  therefore  disunity  is  in  itself  a sinful 
state'  implied  a special  ecclesiology  of  an  invisible  Church 
which  had  to  have  a visible  expression — an  ecclesiology 
which  he  did  not  share.  It  brought  something  new  into  point 
i,  for  it  was  one  thing  to  say  that  ‘all  the  churches  embraced 
in  the  World  Council  of  Churches’  ‘in  some  sense’  participate 
‘in  the  reality  of  the  Church  of  Christ,’  but  quite  another  to 
say  that  they  were  parts  or  branches  of  the  invisible  Church 
which  ought  to  be  given  a visible  expression. 

He  thought  that  these  small  points  reflected  a certain 
vagueness,  which  was  inevitable  in  this  endeavour  to  reach 
agreement,  when  in  fact  there  were  more  disagreements  than 
agreements. 

Prof.  Baillie  defended  the  description  of  the  situation  in 
New  York  as  an  ‘anomaly.’  Prof.  Alivisatos  agreed  that 
it  was  an  anomaly,  but  of  a purely  administrative  character. 
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and  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  dogmatic  position  of  those 
Archbishops.  Prof.  Baillie  said  that,  with  regard  to  point 
2 of  Agreements,  they  had  been  talking  about  the  fact  that 
they  were  all  members  of  the  World  Council  of  Churches  and 
yet  believed  in  the  one  Church , so  that  the  unity  of  the 
Church  was  not  as  visible  as  it  ought  to  be.  However,  he 
realized  that  an  Orthodox  might  not  agree  to  the  last  point, 
and  they  had  deliberately  avoided  speaking  of  the  branch 
theory  of  the  Church. 

/ Mr.  LeQuesne  thought  that  on  page  17,  line  12,  the  word 
‘representation’  ought  to  have  been  printed  ‘re-presentation/ 
which  was  different  in  pronunciation  and  meaning.  On  page 
18,  line  8,  he  queried  the  use  of  the  word  ‘actually.'  If  it 
was  employed  in  order  to  express  the  idea  that  Christ  was 
then  present  in  some  sense  in  which  He  was  not  present  in 
any  other  service  than  the  Holy  Communion,  that  raised 
serious  theological  questions  and  was  not  a view  that  would 
be  held  by  Baptists  and  Congregationalists. 

Dr.  Gresham  returned  to  the  discuss:on  of  President  Van 
Dusen 's  letter.  He  believed  his  point  simply  to  have  been 
that  the  churches  of  which  he  spoke  held  that,  wherever  sin- 
cere and  earnest  people  joined  together  in  the  worship  of 
God,  and  the  Lord's  Supper  was  celebrated,  the  celebrant  did 
not  do  so  as  a member  of  his  church,  i.e.,  denomination,  but 
as  a priest  of  God,  in  the  sense  that  all  Christians  are  priests 
of  God,  as  a member  of  the  one  Holy  Catholic  Church. 
There  were  many  churches,  the  Disciples  included,  wl}o  would 
believe  that  wherever  earnest  people  celebrated  the  Lord’s 
Supper  that  constituted  the  Church’s  very  self.  Therefore, 
fhere  were  people  who  did  not  believe  that  a Conference 
could  not  hold  its  own  communion  service,  as  the  Church  of 
Christ  in  that  place.  The  conference  would  not  be  em- 
powered by  that  meeting,  but  by  Christ  Himself.  President 
Van  Dusen  had  here  made  an  important  point,  in  terms  of 
sheer  description  of  the  attitudes  of  people  in  those  churches. 

Bishop  Holt  spoke  of  President  Van  Dusen 's  alleged  mis- 
representation of  the  nature  of  the  conference  communion 
services,  and  said  that  there  were  many  thousands  of  people 
in  America  who  would  associate  themselves  strongly  with  his 
point  of  view.  It  might  be  through  lack  of  theological 
instruction,  but  it  was  a widely  held  view  in  America  that 
some  progress  in  this  matter  of  arranging  conference  com- 
munion services  could  be  seen.  The  communion  service 
might  not  be  a part  of  the  conference — although  were  it  not 
for  the  conference  it  would  not  have  been  held — but  they  did 
have  the  impression  that  at  Lausanne  divisions  were  so  hope- 
less that  there  was  no  chance  of  a large  communion  service. 
At  Oxford  a great  advance  was  made,  and  they  did,  perhaps 
wrongly,  see  in  the  number  of  those  participating  in  the 
Dutch  Reformed  service  at  Amsterdam  a great  gain  over 
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Oxford.  If  there  had  not  been  progress  in  settling  disagree- 
ments, at  least  people  had  become  more  willing,  in  spite  of 
their  disagreements,  to  take  part  in  the  services  together.  It 
had  been  the  pressure  of  the  conferences  which  had  been 
responsible  for  the  kind  of  communion  services  that  had  been 
held. 

There  followed  a further  period  of  discussion  on  the  points 
raised  by  Dr.  Van  Dusen's  letter,  in  which  the  following 
members  participated:  Prof.  Alivisatos,  Dr.  Flew,  Prof. 
Boendermaker,  Dr.  Payne,  Pastor  Westphal,  Archbishop 
Athenagoras,  Mr.  Tomkins,  Dr.  Manikam,  Dr.  Marsh, 
at  the  close  of  which  Dr.  Baillie  said  that  President 
Van  Düsen’ s letter  was  a private  one  to  himself,  but 
that  whether  they  agreed  or  disagreed  with  it  it  was  a 
good  thing  that  it  had  been  discussed.  He  hoped  that 
there  would  be  no  misunderstandings  about  the  Report  when 
it  was  published;  in  particular  that  it  would  not  be  believed 
that  they  were  accepting  complacently  a situation  in  which 
universal  communion  was  impossible.  On  the  contrary,  they 
felt  that  it  was  a first-class  scandal.  They  did  not  say  that 
they  were  satisfied,  but  only  that  they  had  to  recognize  the 
actual  situation,  which  was  that  even  at  a conference,  where 
the  host  church  offered  a communion  service  it  could  noPbe 
accepted  by  everybody.  The  aim  of  the  Report  was  to  drive 
home  to  the  churches  the  dreadfulness  of  the  situation. 

The  Commission  formally  RECEIVED  the  Reports  of  the  / 
three  Theological  Commissions. 

6.  REPORTS  OF  SUB-COMMITTEES 

The  memoranda  in  Appendices  I to  III  (see  pp.  81-89)  were 
introduced  in  plenary  session  on  August  15th.  On  August 
16th  the  Commission  sat  in  three  sub-committees,  which 
presented  their  reports  in  plenary  session  on  August  17th, 
when  the  discussion  here  recorded  took  place.  Where  dis- 
cussion resulted  in  amendment  to  delete  from  the  sub- 
committees’ reports,  the  words  are  not  here  recorded,  and 
where  words  were  added  they  are  here  printed  in  italics,  so 
that  the  text  here  given  is  that  accepted  by  the  Commission. 

A.  Report  of  the  Sub-Committee  on  the  Structure  of  Faith 
and  Order  after  Lund. 

Professor  Baillie,  the  chairman  of  that  sub-committee, 
introduced  the  following  report: 

(1)  Faith  and  Order  is  an  integral  part  of  the  World 
Council  of  Churches.  As  one  of  the  two  main  traditions 
coalescing  to  form  the  Council,  it  was  agreed  in  1937  that  the 
Faith  and  Order  Movement  should  enter  into  the  new  Council 
through  the  Edinburgh  Conference  Continuation  Committee 
being  ‘in  the  first  instance,  the  Council’s  Commission  on 
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Faith  and  Order’  (see  Edinburgh  Report,  p.  271).  At  that 
stage,  this  was  deemed  to  be  the  best  method  whereby  the 
distinctive  traditions  and  responsibilities  of  Faith  and  Order 
could  be  carried  forward  into  the  wider  movement.  The  sole 
purpose  of  our  present  discussion  is  to  discover  how  Faith 
and  Order  can  continue  most  effectively  to  discharge  its 
central  and  unique  function  within  the  whole  framework  of 
the  Council.  We  are  all  agreed  that  the  vocation  of  Faith  and 
Order  with’n  the  whole  World  Council  of  Churches  is  to  bear 
vigorous  witness  to  the  essential  oneness  of  the  Church  of 
Christ  and  the  obligation  of  the  churches  to  manifest  that 
unity.  Faith  and  Order  is  not  an  association  for  the  merely 
academic  discussion  of  our  differences  but  a dynamic  move- 
ment to  overcome  them.  We  are  all  agreed  also  that  there 
should  be  the  fullest  possible  co-operation  between  the  Faith 
and  Order  Commission  and  the  Study  Department  and  other 
agencies  of  the  World  Council  of  Churches.  Yet,  within  these 
agreements,  we  still  have  differences  of  opinion  as  to  the  most 
effective  constitutional  and  administrative  means  for  carrying 
out  our  task. 

(2)  In  the  Constitution  drawn  up  for  Faith  and  Order  at 
the  time  of  the  Amsterdam  Assembly  (see  Minutes  of  the 
Baarn  meeting  of  the  Commission,  1948,  pp.  67  ff.)  the  duties 
of  the  Commission  are  defined  in  Article  3 as  follows: 

(i)  To  make  a thorough  study  of  those  differences  in 
the  faith  and  order  of  the  Churches  which  are  obstacles 
to  their  full  unity,  and  of  the  possible  ways  to  overcome 
these  differences,  this  task  to  be  carried  out  through  the 
work  of  Theological  Comm'ssions  as  hereafter  provided 
which  shall  prepare  material  to  be  submitted  to  World 
Conferences  on  Faith  and  Order. 

(ii)  To  proclaim  the  essential  oneness  of  the  Church 
of  Christ  and  the  obligation  of  the  churches  to  manifest 
that  unity  so  that  they  may  not  only  work  together,  but 
live  together  as  members  of  the  one  Body  of  Christ;  and 
to  keep  the  churches  fully  informed  of  all  developments 
relating  to  the  union  of  churches  in  all  parts  of  the  world. 

(iii)  To  inform  the  Council  when  in  the  judgment  of 
the  Commission  its  studies  have  reached  a point  where  the 
churches  should  be  invited  to  send  chosen  representatives 
to  consider  them  at  a World  Conference  on  Faith  and 
Order  specially  convened  for  that  purpose. 

(3)  The  Committee  are  of  the  opinion  that  some  change 
is  desirable  in  the  working  and  in  the  Constitution  of  the 
Commission  but  are  not  agreed  upon  the  nature  or  the  extent 
of  the  changes  which  are  desirable.  Two  alternative  plans 
have  been  suggested  and  are  now  submitted  to  the  judgment 
of  the  Commission  in  paragraphs  (4)  and  (5)  respectively. 
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Both  plans  are  concerned  in  the  first  instance  with  suggestions 
to  the  Lund  Conference,  but  it  must  be  the  Conference  at 
Lund  and  our  successors  in  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission 
who  continue  the  discussion  which  we  have  initiated. 

(4)  The  first  plan  is  as  follows  : The  Lund  Conference 
should  nominate  eighty  persons  to  be  appointed  by  the  Assem- 
bly or  the  Central  Committee  as  the  new  Faith  and  Order 
Commission.  The  Lund  Conference  should  seek  an  amend- 
ment of  the  Constitution  enabling  the  Commission  to  nominate 
to  the  Assembly  or  to  the  Central  Committee  not  more  than 
twenty  persons  for  addition  to  the  membership  of  the  Com- 
mission. Apart  from  these  changes  the  working  of  the  Faith 
and  Order  Commission  would  continue  as  heretofore,  pending 
the  meeting  of  the  next  World  Conference  on  Faith  and 
Order. 

Those  who  favour  this  plan  do  so  for  the  following  reasons  : 

(a)  No  radical  change  in  the  constitution  of  Faith  and 
Order  should  be  contemplated  at  this  early  stage  in  its  partici- 
pation in  the  World  Council  of  Churches.  The  latter  only 
came  into  being  in  1948  and  thus  there  has  not  been  sufficient 
time  in  which  to  test  the  effectiveness  of  the  new  relationship. 

(b)  Any  plan  which  does  not  provide  for  the  continuance 
of  the  practice  of  holding  regularly  World  Conferences  on 
Faith  and  Order  is  contrary  to  the  plain  intention  of  the 
fundamental  charter  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Movement  laid 
down  in  paras.  3 and  4 of  the  Constitution  of  the  Faith  and 
Order  Commission. 

(c)  Any  radical  change  such  as  is  proposed  in  the  second 
plan  would  seriously  lessen  the  representative  character  of  the 
Commission  and  would  tend  to  lessen  the  confidence  of  the 
participating  churches  in  its  work. 

(5)  The  second  plan  is  as  follows:  The  Lund  Conference 
should  nominate  a body  of  thirty  to  forty  persons  to  be 
appointed  by  the  Assembly  or  the  Central  Committee  as  the 
new  Faith  and  Order  Commission  which  should  be  sufficiently 
representative  to  command  the  confidence  of  all  parts  of  our 
constituency. 

The  duties  of  such  a Commission  might  be  defined  as 
follows  : 

(i)  To  proclaim  the  essential  oneness  of  the  Church 
of  Christ  and  the  obligation  of  the  churches  to  manifest 
that  unity  so  that  they  may  not  only  work  together,  but 
live  together  as  members  of  the  one  Body  of  Christ;  and 
to  keep  the  churches  fully  informed  of  all  developments 
relating  to  the  union  of  churches  in  all  parts  of  the  world. 
(Formerly  No.  (it)) 

(ii)  To  make  a thorough  study  of  the  ways  to  over- 
come the  obstacles  to  realisation  of  the  full  unity  of  the 

Church. 
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(iii)  To  meet  as  often  as  the  effective  discharge  of  its  duties 
requires;  and  to  appoint  sub-commissions  as  far  as  it  will  be 
necessary  in  order  to  take  up  whatever  specific  questions  may 
be  referred  to  the  Commission  by  the  World  Council  of 
Churches  Assembly  or  Central  Committee,  or  such  questions 
as  may,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Commission  itself,  be  deemed 
essential  for  the  furtherance  of  its  own  work;  and  to  hold 
world  or  other  conferences  according  to  its  needs. 

(iv)  To  do  this  work  in  the  closest  possible  co-operation 
with  the  Central  Committee,  the  Study  Department  and  all 
other  related  agencies  of  the  World  Council  of  Churches. 

(v)  To  seek  means  and  ways  in  connection  with  the 
agencies  of  the  World  Council  of  Churches  to  come  more  and 
more  to  the  fuller  integration  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Com- 
mission into  the  work  of  the  World  Council  of  Churches. 

The  motives  which  stand  behind  the  second  plan  are  the 
following  : 

(i)  When  in  the  year  1948  the  two  movements  of  Faith 
and  Order  and  Life  and  Work  united  in  the  World  Council 
of  Churches,  the  purpose  was  to  give  a unified  witness  to 
Jesus  Christ  in  the  Church  and  in  the  world. 

(ii)  In  adopting  its  constitution,  the  World  Council  of 
Churches  was  acknowledging  the  permanent  and  indispen- 
sable significance  of  the  work  of  Faith  and  Order. 

(iii)  Experience  has  now  shown,  however,  that  it  is 
extremely  difficult  to  bring  about  the  real  integration  of  the 
work  of  Faith  and  Order  into  the  work  of  the  wider  body. 

(iv)  Such  an  integration  will  certainly  mean  the  greatest 
possible  gain  for  both  sides. 

(a)  First,  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  will  be- 
come a dynamic  factor  in  the  whole  framework  of  the 
World  Council  of  Churches. 

(b)  Second,  the  efforts  of  Faith  and  Order  concerning 
the  unity  of  the  Church  will  come  to  more  immediate 
effect  throughout  the  World  Council  of  Churches. 

Therefore,  after  Lund,  1952,  Faith  and  Order  should  not 
continue  in  the  way  which  has  obtained  until  now.  Rather, 
the  Commission  appointed  at  Lund  should  be,  first,  a small 
one,  and  secondly,  it  should  be  authorised 

(a)  to  carry  through  the  closest  possible  co-ordination 
with  the  whole  work  of  the  World  Council  of  Churches, 
and 

(b)  to  initiate  steps  immediately  to  attain  appropriate 
changes  in  the  Constitution. 

(6)  It  has  also  been  suggested  that,  if  there  be  an  interval 
of  over  (say)  ten  years  between  world  conferences  on  Faith 
and  Order,  provision  should  be  made  for  a revision  of  the 
membership  of  the  Commission  at  the  expiry  of  that  interval. 
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We  think  that  this  suggestion  deserves  consideration  but 
should  be  left  to  the  new  Faith  and  Order  Commission  to 
discuss  with  the  Central  Committee.  If  this  suggestion  is 
adopted  we  consider  that  the  revising  body  should  be  repre- 
sentative both  of  Central  Committee  and  of  the  Faith  and 
Order  Commission. 

Discussion  on  the  Report 

Introducing  the  discussion,  Dr.  Baillie  said  that  the  first 
and  second  plans  described  in  that  report  were  not  identical 
with  plans  A and  B contained  in  the  memorandum  which  had 
been  their  starting  point  (see  Appendix  I,  p.  81).  There  had 
been  extensive  discussion  in  the  sub-committee,  but  they  had 
failed  to  reach  a unanimous  agreement  about  the  future  of 
Faith  and  Order.  It  had  therefore  been  decided,  with  only 
one  or  two  dissensions,  to  place  both  plans  before  the  full 
meeting.  At  a vote  taken  in  the  sub-committee,  a majority 
voted  for  the  second  plan. 

The  first  plan  maintained  the  traditional  pattern  of  Faith 
and  Order  with  two  exceptions:  (a)  in  reducing  the  number 
in  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  to  80  persons  nominated 
by  the  World  Conference;  (b)  in  making  provision  for  the 
addition  of  another  20  co-opted  members,  nominated  by  the 
Commission  itself  to  the  Assembly.  The  second  change  had 
been  proposed  by  its  supporters  as  making  for  closer  co- 
operation and  co-ordination  between  Faith  and  Order  and  the 
World  Council  of  Churches. 

The  second  plan  differed  from  the  present  structure  by: 

(a)  a radical  reduction  in  the  size  of  the  Commission,  and 

(b)  no  insistence  on  the  holding  of  regular  world  conferences, 
but  simply  a provision  for  their  possibility.  Its  supporters 
believed  that  this  plan  made  for  fuller  integration,  now  that 
much  of  what  had  hitherto  been  accomplished  by  world  con- 
ferences could  be  done  as  part  of  the  work  of  the  Assemblies 
of  the  World  Council  of  Churches. 

It  was  now  for  the  meeting  of  the  Commission  to  decide 
what  should  be  done  with  the  report  : whether  it  could  be 
passed  on  as  it  stood  to  the  Lund  Conference,  whether  the 
Commission  wished  to  express  its  preference  for  one  of  the 
plans,  and  whether  it  wished  to  make  modifications  expressing 
lack  of  satisfaction  with  either  of  the  two  plans. 

Thé  Chairman  said  that  the  question  was  a most  important 
one.  It  was  the  first  time  that  the  Commission  had  had  the 
opportunity  of  considering  this  matter.  He  suggested  that 
they  should  try  and  arrive  at  some  decision  as  to  whether  that 
meeting  should  express  its  views  in  a recommendation  to  the 
Lund  Conference,  or  whether  the  discussion  should  be  con- 
sidered as  just  the  first  stage  in  the  revision  of  the  Commis- 
sion’s structure  and  the  material  handed  on  to  another  group 
to  continue  the  discussion. 
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The  Secretary  reminded  the  meeting  that  the  report,  and 
a summary  of  the  discussion,  would  be  published  in  the 
minutes,  and  that  he  would  draw  the  attention  of  members 
not  present  at  the  meeting  to  the  more  important  items.  He 
was  asked  whether  some  way  could  not  be  found  of  making 
use  of  any  comments  that  were  made,  and  said  that  in  any 
case  they  would  be  brought  before  the  winter  meeting  of  the 
Executive. 

Dr.  Visser  't  Hooft  said  that  the  report  did  not  make  it 
clear  why  the  first  plan  provided  for  the  addition  of  20  persons 
nominated  by  the  Commission  itself.  He  thought  a sentence 
should  be  added  giving  the  reason  for  this  proposal,  and 
explaining  what  kind  of  person  they  had  in  mind.  Professor 
Baillie  explained  that  the  supporters  of  the  proposal  thought 
that  the  present  method,  whereby  the  members  of  the  Faith 
and  Order  Commission  had  to  be  chosen  from  among  the 
delegates  to  the  World  Conference,  unduly  narrowed  the 
selection.  The  Commission  ought  therefore  to  have  the  power 
to  co-opt;  it  would  not  however  be  direct  co-option,  but  done 
through  nomination  to  the  Central  Committee.  They  hoped 
that  the  persons  co-opted  would  be  chosen  not  only  by  the 
Faith  and  Order  Commission,  but  also  by  other  departments 
of  the  World  Council,  thus  helping  towards  integration. 

Professor  Hartford  said  that  he  was  the  immediate 
author  of  the  first  plan.  He  had  been  surprised  at  the  sugges- 
tions made  in  the  circulated  memorandum;  it  had  seemed  to 
him  unthinkable  that  at  the  end  of  only  three  years  in  which 
to  try  out  co-operation  with  other  bodies  in  the  World  Council 
the  Commission  should  be  asked  to  throw  over  an  organiza- 
tion which  had  been  painfully  agreed  upon  through  the  years. 
There  were  many  people  not  present  at  the  meeting  whose 
interest  in  Faith  and  Order  was  possibly  their  sole  interest  in 
the  ecumenical  movement;  this  might  be  a bad  thing,  but  it 
was  true,  and  must  not  be  forgotten.  He  had  sought  there- 
fore with  the  help  of  the  committee  to  find  a compromise 
solution  between  the  present  structure  and  that  set  forth  in 
the  memorandum.  They  were  aware  that  there  had  been 
insufficient  co-operation  with  other  agencies  of  the  World 
Council — for  example  the  Commission  had  had  no  hand  in 
the  preparation  of  the  volume  on  the  Church  for  the  Amster- 
dam Assembly,  and  there  had  been  a certain  duplication  of 
work.  It  was  obvious  that  in  the  future  the  Commission 
should  be  smaller.  But  he  had  proposed  that  additional 
members  should  be  co-opted  with  an  eye  to  increasing  co- 
operation, e.g.,  bringing  in  some  younger  men  than  those 
appointed  as  delegates  were  likely  to  be,  thus  increasing  con- 
tinuity. His  proposals  had  been  made  in  a real  endeavour 
to  further  the  interests  both  of  the  World  Council  and  of  Faith 
and  Order. 
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To  his  mind  the  primary  function  of  Faith  and  Order  was 
to  keep  before  the  churches  the  final  goal  of  all  their  endeav- 
ours, to  reach  agreement  on  matters  of  faith  and  order.  That 
could  not  be  a matter  of  a year  or  two,  and  to  take  short 
cuts  would  be  to  do  a grave  disservice  to  the  Body  of  Christ. 
Integration  was  a word  too  much  used;  Jonah  had  been 
integrated  in  the  whale,  and  the  result  had  been  a split  ! He 
preferred  to  talk  about  fellowship.  He  concluded  by  asking 
whether  the  Commission  had  really  had  enough  time  to  discuss 
this  grave  question,  and  in  particular  whether  the  German- 
and  French-speaking  members  had  had  time  to  make  up  their 
minds  about  a discussion  conducted  in  English.  He  also 
hoped,  as  the  Secretary  had  suggested,  that  ways  might  be 
found  to  make  the  comments  of  members  not  present  at  the 
meeting  available  to  the  Lund  Conference. 

Pastor  Maury  commented  on  the  argument  of  the  previous 
speaker  that  many  people  understood  nothing  about  the  ecu- 
menical movement  except  through  Faith  and  Order  and  that 
for  their  sakes  the  tradition  must  be  adhered  to.  He  believed 
that  the  exact  reverse  was  true.  If  they  did  not  try,  step  by 
step,  to  make  visible  to  the  churches  one  great  ecumenical 
movement,  they  would  in  time  lose  their  faith  in  both  Faith 
and  Order  and  the  ecumenical  movement.  Ecumenical 
business  was  still  that  of  a group  of  specialists;  it  was  of  the 
highest  importance  to  make  clear  to  the  rank  and  file  of  the 
churches  that  ecumenicity  was  a call  of  God  to  all  the  parts 
of  the  Church’s  life,  and  it  was  of  deep  concern  to  him  to 
bring  about  closer  relations  between  the  two  bodies. 

They  had  to  be  more  concerned  about  the  future  of  the 
ecumenical  movement  than  about  its  past.  He  knew  how 
much  of  value  he  had  received  from  the  past,  from  the  big 
conferences,  but  what  he  had  received  was  not  only  to  be 
preserved — it  was  a way  of  giving  them  a direction  in  which 
they  could  go  further.  It  was  true  that  nothing  in  the  churches 
moved  fast;  but  if  it  went  too  slowly  it  would  stop.  They 
must  show  to  the  churches  that  the  ecumenical  movement, 
and  the  Faith  and  Order  movement,  really  were  moving.  It 
was  for  this  practical  reason  that  the  second  plan  so  greatly 
reduced  the  numbers  of  the  Commission — in  order  that  Faith 
and  Order  might  be  a really  dynamic  part  of  the  World  Coun- 
cil. They  had  been  surprised  and  sad  that  Faith  and  Order 
had  not  been  able  to  give  a real  lead  to  the  Section  on  the 
Church  at  Amsterdam,  but  had  had  to  leave  the  work  to  the 
Study  Department  Commission.  A group  even  of  80  or  ioo 
people  did  not  feel  individually  responsible  in  the  same  degree 
as  a group  of  25.  The  plan  had  been  intended  not  to  minimize 
but  to  maximize  the  place  and  strength  and  dynamism  of 
Faith  and  Order. 
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Professor  Florovsky  said  that  the  important  question 
was  whether  the  Commission  was  going  to  present  to  Lund 
two  alternative  plans,  or  whether  it  would  try  to  achieve,  not 
a compromise  but  a comprehensive  plan.  He  was  not  satisfied 
with  either  the  first  or  the  second  plan.  To  his  mind  there 
were  certain  elements  which  were  essential  to  the  structure  of 
Faith  and  Order.  Real  work  could  best  be  done  in  small 
groups;  the  most  important  organs  in  Faith  and  Order  had 
been  the  theological  commissions  with  special  purposes,  com- 
posed of  experts,  and  to  some  extent  representative  although 
that  was  a secondary  consideration  to  competence.  But  the 
findings  of  these  groups  ought  to  be  submitted  to  a larger  and 
more  representative  group  which  was  responsible  from  year 
to  year  for  the  furtherance  of  the  work.  The  size  of  this  group 
was  important.  Certainly  172  was  too  large  a number — they 
never  met.  But  80  to  100  was  about  the  same  size  as  the 
Central  Committee,  and  they  found  it  possible  to  hold  repre- 
sentative meetings.  It  might  be  asked  why  the  theological 
findings  of  the  commissions  could  not  be  submitted  to  the 
Central  Committee.  Ultimately  they  ought  to  be;  but  in  the 
first  place  that  Committee’s  programme  was  always  too 
crowded  with  other  matters,  and  secondly,  not  every  church 
leader  was  an  able  theologian,  or  vice  versa.  A body  such  as 
Central  Committee  would  not  necessarily  be  able  to  help  in 
theological  enquiries.  Similarly,  from  time  to  time  he  thought 
it  would  be  necessary  for  findings  to  be  submitted  to  the 
churches  in  world  conferences,  since  World  Council  Assemblies 
were  not  necessarily  composed  of  the  right  sort  of  people,  nor 
had  they  time  to  give  adequate  consideration  to  Faith  and 
Order  matters.  There  would  thus  be  three  strata  in  the  Faith 
and  Order  organization,  the  theological  commissions,  the 
Commission  which  might  meet  every  two  years,  and  periodic 
world  conferences. 

Faith  and  Order  was  already  an  integral  part  of  the  World 
Council.  The  task  was  to  organize  its  activities  so  that  both 
the  original  purpose  of  Faith  and  Order  was  preserved  and 
its  proceedings  fertilized  by  all  possible  means  of  co-operation. 
He  believed  that  the  supporters  of  the  two  plans  did  not 
differ  about  this.  It  was  not  simply  of  academic  interest 
to  enquire  into  the  reasons  of  our  unhappy  divisions;  only 
when  these  reasons  had  been  discovered  could  they  help  in 
the  practical  field.  The  question  before  them  was  how  this 
purpose  could  best  be  achieved,  but  everything  could  not 
be  done  at  once,  and  they  might  not  be  able  to  come  to  a 
definite  agreement  at  that  meeting.  It  would  perhaps  be 
better  to  tell  Lund  that  it  must  still  look  in  two  directions; 
but  Lund  itself  could  not  finally  solve  the  problem,  since 
•co-operation  was  not  a matter  of  constitutions — what  they 
needed  was  a clear  vision. 
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Canon  Archdall  said  that,  looking  back  on  his  com- 
paratively short  time  with  the  Movement,  as  a representative 
of  the  Church  in  Wales,  he  had  felt  that  it  was  quite  natural 
that  with  the  union  of  Faith  and  Order  and  Life  and  Work 
there  would  be  a certain  time  during  which  the  association 
might  be  a little  difficult.  But  he  was  surprised  to  find  that, 
so  soon,  there  was  a challenge  to  alter  very  profoundly  the 
basis  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Movement  which  had  been  in 
existence  so  long  and  which  was  in  the  mind  of  the  Universal 
Church  in  a most  remarkable  way.  It  would  be  a very  foolish 
thing  if  they  acted  too  hastily.  The  present  situation  of 
Faith  and  Order  depended  entirely  upon  the  action  of  the 
churches  in  appointing  delegates  to  a world  conference.  That 
was  their  official  action  and  gave  the  basis  on  which  the 
Commission  existed.  In  plan  2,  as  there  was  no  necessity 
to  have  world  conferences,  it  looked  as  if  the  matter  would 
be  taken  out  of  the  hands  of  the  churches.  Anything  that 
did  that  and  was  considered  as  progress  was  part  and  parcel 
of  a tendency  towards  organisation  in  the  world  to-day  which 
he  quite  naturally  mistrusted.  This  had  been  a Faith  and 
Order  Movement  of  the  churches  and  it  was  the  churches  that 
really  counted  in  the  long  run;  it  would  be  quite  possible  in 
that  situation  for  a small  body  of  30  or  40  people  to  be 
appointed  by  the  Assembly  or  the  Central  Committee  in  due 
course.  Pastor  Maury  had  said  they  must  not  have  specialists. 
But  that  would  be  what  would  happen  if  a handful  of  people 
was  chosen  who  did  not  actually  represent  the  churches  all 
over  the  world.  There  might  be  a quite  unrepresentative 
body.  When  people  drew  a distinction  between  theology  and 
practice  he  naturally  objected,  for  he  did  not  believe  there 
was  a distinction  between  a true  living  theology  and  practical 
affairs.  This  would  not  be  obtained  by  adopting  the  second 
proposal.  He  did  not  know  whether  the  first  plan  was  the 
best  that  could  be  thought  of,  but  it  was  better  than  No.  2. 

Prebendary  Macdonald  wished  to  underline  what  Canon 
Archdall  had  just  said  about  the  brief  three  years  in  which 
the  set-up  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Movement  in  relation  to 
the  World  Council  had  been  on  trial.  There  had  not  yet 
been  time  to  test  whether  the  existing  set-up  was  failing  or 
not,  particularly  in  view  of  the  intervention  of  the  war.  Had 
it  not  been  for  the  war,  this  question  would  not  have  arisen 
until  some  seven  years  after  the  formation  of  the  World 
Council.  He  wished  also  to  underline  what  Professor 
Florovsky  had  said  about  the  numbers  of  the  Commission. 
If  that  number  were  reduced  to  thirty  or  forty,  he  drew  the 
conclusion  from  that  that  there  would  not  be  a sufficient 
number  to  'be  divided  up  among  three  or  four  theological 
commissions.  When  the  theological  commissions  reported  in 
plenary  session,  at  least  half  of  those  present  at  the  time 
when  the  report  was  made  would  have  been  concerned  in 
its  preparation. 
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Bishop  Cranswick  said  that  the  Faith  and  Order  work 
of  the  World  Council  lay  at  the  very  heart  of  the  life  of  the 
churches  and  the  ecumenical  movement.  He  did  not  know 
whether  the  experience  of  Australia  had  been  that  of  others, 
but  it  was  because  of  the  work  done  by  the  Commission  in 
days  gone  by,  that  the  churches  were  ever  drawn  together 
in  Australia  into  the  kind  of  fellowship  that  existed  to-day. 
The  question  of  numbers,  he  thought,  was  very  important 
from  the  point  of  view  of  churches  that  were  many  thousands 
of  miles  away  from  the  headquarters  in  Europe.  The  report 
from  this  meeting  would  go  to  the  churches  and  there  would 
be  twelve  months  in  which  to  get  the  views  of  the  churches 
upon  the  suggestions  made.  To-day  there  were  172  members 
of  the  Commission.  It  was  proposed  in  plan  1 that  there 
be  eighty  appointees,  i.e.,  less  than  half  the  present  number, 
and  something  like  twenty  nominees  added.  In  the  second 
plan  the  numbers  were  brought  down  to  thirty  or  forty  with 
no  provision  at  all  for  nominees.  The  Commission  had 
always  been  appointed  from  above,  never  ad  hoc , by  the 
churches  themselves.  The  present  members  were  appointed 
by  the  Edinburgh  Conference  (and  confirmed  at  Amsterdam) 
but  continued  to  regard  themselves  as  representative  of  their 
own  churches.  Whether  that  point  was  valued  by  the  nearer 
churches,  he  did  not  know,  but  it  was  immensely  valuable 
for  the  churches  at  a great  distance.  In  either  plan  the 
representation  was  bound  to  be  reduced  and  as  he  had 
watched  the  tendencies  of  the  World  Council,  as  seen  through 
the  work  of  the  Central  Committee  and  of  the  Commission, 
It  seemed  that  the  tendency  would  be  that  the  distant 
churches  would  be  less  and  less  represented  and  the  churches 
which  were  nearer  the  centre  would  become  a commanding 
body  as  never  before  in  the  work  of  Faith  and  Order.  There 
were  first-class  theologians  in  Australia  and  they  ought  to  be 
present  to-day,  but  they  had  to  pay  the  entire  fare  out  of 
their  personal  finances,  and  most  of  them  were  hard-working 
men  at  the  heads  of  colleges  and  so  on.  They  felt  that  they 
should  represent  the  churches  in  Australia,  but  under  either 
plan  the  representation  would  merely  be  reduced.  When  they 
looked  at  the  movement  towards  union  or  reunion,  it  was 
out  amongst  the  distant  churches  that  the  greatest  movements 
to  union  were  going  on  to-day.  Bishop  Cranswick  said  it 
was  essential,  on  the  theological  side  of  the  work,  that  those 
churches  which,  by  sheer  force  of  circumstances — churches 
in  East  Asia,  Australia,  New  Zealand — were  facing  com- 
munism to-day,  should  be  represented  upon  a Commission 
such  as  this.  He  would  plead  that  great  care  should  be  taken 
on  the  whole  question  of  reducing  the  numbers  on  the 
Commission. 
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Dr.  Cragg  said  that  the  problem  was  to  combine  what 
was  ideal  with  what  was  practical,  and  they  ought  to  aim  for 
a constitution  within  the  framework  of  the  World  Council 
where  the  practical  issues  and  the  theoretical  issues  would 
continually  be  inter-related,  so  that  each  would  fertilize  the 
other.  It  would  be  most  unfortunate  for  the  World  Council 
if  it  became  the  preserve  of  administrative  ecclesiastics  who 
were  always  sitting  at  tables,  or  of  theological  specialists. 
There  must  be  a practical  arrangement.  Geographical  and 
economic  facts  would  have  a great  deal  to  do  with  what  was 
feasible  or  practical.  As  had  been  mentioned,  the  Com- 
mission was  actually  much  larger  than  it  appeared  now  to  be, 
and  if  one  looked  at  the  membership  list  one  would  be  able 
to  see  why  people  were  not  present.  The  Bishop  of  Edmon- 
ton in  Canada,  for  instance,  lived  so  far  away,  that  it  was 
almost  impossible  for  him  to  attend.  He  might  get  some 
profound  satisfaction  from  thinking  that  he  might  be  here 
but  he  did  not  contribute  and  could  not  come  in  person. 
That  was  true  of  many  other  churches  also.  People  came 
mainly  from  Great  Britain  and  Europe  because  it  was 
cheaper  to  come,  but  those  two  areas  did  not  represent  the 
whole  of  the  world.  There  were  important  churches  in  the 
United  States,  South  Africa,  Australia  and  so  on  who  were 
never  represented  here.  If,  for  example,  the  next  meeting 
were  to  be  held  in  San  Francisco  and  after  that  in  Bombay, 
it  might  help  a bit.  The  economic  problem  must  not  be  over- 
looked. Some  middle  way  must  be  found  between  the 
practical  and  the  theological,  and  a genuinely  representative 
movement  set  up  which  really  would  speak  for  world  Chris- 
tendom and  not  just  for  sections  and  geographical  regions, 
in  such  a way  that  the  mind  of  the  Church  could  be 
adequately  represented  through  the  whole  world. 

Professor  Alivisatos  said  there  were  two  points:  the 
point  of  principle  as  to  integration  in  the  World  Council,  and 
the  point  of  what  method  should  be  used.  With  regard  to 
the  principle,  he  could  not  believe  that  anyone  had  doubts 
that  since  Edinburgh  there  had  been  a clear  distinction 
between  the  aims  of  those  two  bodies,  the  World  Council  and 
Faith  and  Order.  Therefore  it  remained  the  method  of  full 
amalgamation  of  the  two  bodies  which  was  under  considera- 
tion. He  did  not  think  either  of  the  plans  outlined  was  very 
satisfactory.  There  must  be  some  people  belonging  to  the 
Central  Committee  of  the  World  Council  and  also  to  the 
Faith  and  Order  Commission.  He  did  not  believe  that  it  was 
possible  to  solve  the  problem  here,  but  he.  did  think  it  strange 
that  the  World  Council  should  have  two  scientific  theological 
bodies  working  in  different  directions,  but  divided  one  from 
the  other.  As  well  as  the  Faith  and  Order  Department, 
there  was  a Study  Department  at  work  on  theological  prob- 
lems. There  must  be  only  one  body  which  occupied  itself 
with  all  the  theological  problems  facing  the  churches. 


43 


Dr.  Hodgson  felt  that  Dr.  Cragg's  point  was  certainly 
something  to  be  borne  in  mind.  Before  1937  when  there 
were  two  separate  movements  it  had  been  obvious  that  there 
was  only  a limited  amount  of  money  and  of  man  power  and 
so  long  as  there  were  independent  movements  raising  separate 
sums  of  money,  neither  of  them  would  do  what  was  needed. 
That  fact  must  be  faced.  On  the  constitutional  side,  Dr. 
Hodgson  felt  that  it  was  no  good  the  Commission  trying  to 
do  anything  to-day  but  to  have  a full  and  frank  discussion. 
It  was  the  Lund  Conference  which  would  have  to  make  up 
its  mind.  He  hoped  that  no  attempt  would  be  made  to 
endorse  either  plan  1 or  plan  2,  or  to  give  any  indication  of 
what  the  present  Commission  wanted.  It  would  be  well, 
however,  to  give  serious  thought  to  the  question  during  the 
next  twelve  months  so  that  Lund  might  be  helped  to  see  its 
way.  He  thought  that  the  difficulties  felt  since  the  amalga- 
mation were  due  to  the  fact  that  it  was  the  early  years  of 
the  World  Council.  The  reason  why  the  Faith  and  Order 
Commission  could  not  take  part  in  the  preparations  for 
Amsterdam — which  would  have  been  ideally  desirable — was 
that  it  was  fully  occupied  with  a problem  started  upon  before 
the  Amsterdam  preparations  were  initiated.  The  Edinburgh 
Conference  had  charged  the  Commission,  through  its  three 
commissions,  with  a great  task,  and  it  had  not  been  possible 
to  switch  to  something  else.  The  real  problem  of  co-operation 
of  course  lay  between  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  and 
the  Study  Department,  and  in  1946-8  not  only  had  the  Com- 
mission its  own  tasks  to  carry  out  but  the  Study  Department 
had  its  own  ways  of  doing  things.  The  difficulty  lay  in  the 
way  in  which  the  World  Council  had  come  into  being  and 
the  two  bodies  existed  each  with  its  own  history  and  way 
of  working.  It  would  take  a good  time  to  find  out  how  they 
could  work  harmoniously  together. 

The  Commission  had  been  discussing  how  the  Faith  and 
Order  Commission  should  be  reorganised,  but  one  must  not 
forget  that  it  took  two  to  make  a marriage.  They  could  have 
nothing  to  say  in  regard  to  the  reorganisation  of  the  World 
Council  Study  Department.  What  was  needed  was  that  the 
Study  Department  and  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission 
should  get  together  and  work  out  how  they  meant  to  work 
after  Lund  and  after  Evanston.  It  could  not  be  done  in  a 
body  of  this  size.  It  was  good  to  give  the  matter  a thorough 
airing  in  the  meeting  to-day  so  that  one  could  know  what 
the  members  felt  on  the  subject.  He  would  recommend  that 
no  decisions  be  taken,  but  that  the  Commission  should  look 
forward  to  a consultation  between  the  two  organisations  of 
the  World  Council  dealing  with  study  in  the  hope  that  that 
might  suggest  something  on  which  the  Lund  Conference  could 
take  action,  and  which  could  be  carried  forward  to  the 
Evanston  Assembly.  Dr.  Hodgson  thought  they  would  be 
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able  to  find  a way  for  all  that  came  to  them  through  the  two 
traditions  to  be  used  in  the  most  fruitful  way. 

Dr.  Gresham  said  he  felt  it  was  wise  not  to  try  to  take 
any  decision  on  the  document  at  the  present  time.  It  was 
important  however  to  understand  clearly  all  the  factors 
involved.  The  Faith  and  Order  Movement  was  the  edge  of 
Christian  unity  and  he  did  not  feel  that  it  was  as  effective 
as  it  might  be.  It  had  been  historically  effective  in  its  present 
form  but  it  was  doubtful  whether  the  present  arrangement 
really  represented  the  churches.  Meetings  certainly  some- 
times appeared  to  be  sectarian  and  not  ecumenical  at  all  for 
this  reason.  He  favoured  something  along  the  lines  of  the 
second  plan:  it  preserved  the  deep  interest  in  the  growing 
unity  of  the  Church,  the  greatest  values  which  Faith  and 
Order  had  thus  far  contributed,  it  preserved  the  possibility 
of  calling  ecumenical  conferences  in  the  future,  and  in 
addition,  it  provided  for  a certain  amount  of  economy.  And 
the  plan  would  be  more  flexible  and  would  enable  the 
churches,  through  the  Central  Committee  and  through  the 
General  Assembly,  to  provide  a small  working  commission 
which  could  from  time  to  time  meet  and  call  a world  con- 
ference if  necessary. 

Professor  Berkelbach  said  that  in  1937  in  Edinburgh  he 
had  been  nominated  to  two  commissions,  the  Commission  of 
14  (later  the  Provisional  Committee)  and  the  Continuation 
Committee.  At  the  time  he  did  not  quite  understand  the 
difference,  and  when  people  at  home  asked  him  wEat  he 
had  learned  at  Edinburgh  he  said,  ‘the  difference  between 
a bishop1  and  a professor'.  From  the  magazines  one  would 
imagine  that  the  professor  was  interested  in  faith  and  the 
bishop  in  order.  Many  people  must  have  felt,  as  he  did, 
that  a new  and  closer  relation  must  be  looked  for  after 
Amsterdam.  Of  course  one  could  say  that  one  was  standing 
upon  two  legs,  Faith  and  Order  and  the  Central  Committee, 
and  fEat  the  legs  supported  only  one  body.  But  his  heart 
was  in  two  parts  which  belonged  more  closely  together  than 
did  Faith  and  Order  and  the  World  Council.  He  would 
therefore  support  the  second  plan.  He  had  worked  with  the 
Commission  on  the  Church  for  many  years  and  had  seen 
what  a veiy  small  group  could  do.  There  was  only  one 
obstacle  : time.  A draft  plan  would  have  to  be  made  quickly 
or  really  Faith  and  Order  would  be  in  heaven  and  not  on 
earth  before  anything  was  done.  There  ought  to  be  a little 
working  group  on  the  matter.  He  was  advocating  the  idea 
of  working  all  the  time  through  little  groups,  without  a plat- 
form as  here,  for  that  arrangement  was  not  suitable  for 
theological  discussion.  He  hoped  that  the  Commission  would 
in  future  work  through  a number  of  groups  of  about  20-30 
people  in  each. 


45 


Dr.  Visser  't  Hooft  thought  it  would  be  unfortunate  if 
the  two  plans  outlined  in  the  report  were  the  only  plans  going 
forward  to  Lund,  or  the  only  ones  to  be  worked  on  during 
the  next  twelve  months.  He  therefore  wanted  to  mention  a 
third  possibility.  It  was  not  really  a plan,  for  the  details 
had  not  been  worked  out.  He  proposed  it  simply  as  a mem- 
ber of  the  Commission  and  not  as  General  SecreFary  of  the 
World  Council,  not  representing,  therefore,  the  whale,  but 
Jonah  : 

(1)  that  there  should  be  world  conferences  on  Faith  and 
Order  whenever  main  subjects  were  ready  for  submission  to 
the  churches. 

(2)  that  there  should  be  a Commission  on  Faith  and  Order 
composed  of  about  80  members  plus  20  co-opted  members, 
as  in  Plan  1,  to  meet  whenever  major  theological  commission 
reports  needed  to  be  reviewed  by  a larger  body. 

(3)  that  there  should  be  a working  committee  of  about  25 
members,  meeting  as  a rule  annually,  d'recting  the  study 
work  and  other  aspects  of  Faith  and  Order  and  responsible 
for  co-operation  with  other  agencies  such  as  the  Study 
Department  of  the  World  Council. 

(4)  that  there  should  be  various  sub-committees  on  special 
topics. 

Dr.  Visser  ’t  Hooft  then  enlarged  on  each  of  these  four 
points,  and  said  he  put  this  third  plan  on  the  table  to  be 
looked  at  together  with  the  other  two  plans.  Dr.  Hodgson 
had  said  that  when  one  talked  about  relationships,  one  had 
to  talk  about  both  sides.  That  was  very  true,  and  only  a 
few  days  ago  the  Central  Committee  had  set  up  a special 
comm’ssion  on  the  structure  and  functioning  of  the  World 
Council.  The  important  thing  was  that,  by  the  time  of  the 
second  Assembly,  they  should  be  ready  to  say  to  the  churches 
that  they  had  looked  again  at  the  whole  set-up  of  the  World 
Council  (which  had  grown  up  in  mushroom  fashion  in  the 
years  after  the  war),  and  were  bringing  forward  a plan  for 
the  time  between  the  second  and  third  assemblies.  Any  plans 
which  Faith  and  Order  might  make  would  have  a bearing  on 
the  work  of  that  new  commission. 

Dr.  Vrsser  *t  Hooft  said  he  had  been  surprised  by  one 
of  the  things  which  had  been  said  in  the  discussion,  namely, 
that  this  Commission  was  a body  representative  of  the 
churches  but  that  the  Central  Committee  was  not.  This 
Commission  had  grown  out  of  a world  conference  of  repre- 
sentatives of  the  churches  in  1937,  and  the  Central  Committee 
out  of  a world  conference  of  the  same  churches  held  in  1948. 
There  was  absolutely  no  basic  distinction  between 
the  two.  He  would  be  sorry  if  the  Commission  gave 
the  impression  that  the  one  thing  they  were  inter- 
ested in  as  a Faith  and  Order  Commission  in  the 
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future  was  the  question  of  constitution  and  committees.  He 
would  agree  that  such  matters  were  important,  but  there 
was  an  even  more  important  question  to  which  the  Commission 
had  not  yet  given  sufficient  attention.  That  was  a considera- 
tion of  the  scope  of  the  work  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Com- 
mission. He  would  hope  that  the  Executive  Committee 
would  be  asked  to  look  very  carefully  at  that  question.  Was 
the  present  scope  sufficient,  or  should  it  be  different?  There 
were  some  people  who  thought  of  Faith  and  Order  as  the 
theological  commission  of  the  ecumenical  movement.  At  the 
moment  it  was  not  that,  but  it  could  be.  At  the  moment  it 
was  a commission  about  specific  questions  of  reunion,  and 
that  was  why  the  World  Council  had  other  bodies,  such  as 
the  Commission  on  the  Theme  of  the  Assembly  and  the  Study 
Department  Commission,  dealing’  with  other  theological 
matters.  If  it  were  felt  that  Faith  and  Order  ought  to  widen 
its  scope  and  take  in  various  big  theological  issues,  then 
that  must  be  stated  clearly.  He  hoped  that  Lund  would 
give  a clear  answer  to  that  problem. 

Professor  Staehelin  said  that  he  agreed  with  the  point 
made  by  Dr.  Visser  ’t  Hooft  and  Father  Florovsky,  that  this 
Commission  was  not  closely  concerned  with  organizational 
problems,  though  those  matters  could  either  further  or  hinder 
the  spiritual  work  of  Faith  and  Order.  Why  the  people  who 
had  spoken  against  plan  2 had  done  so  was  not  quite  clear 
to  him,  but  he  was  not  content  himself  with  the  present 
situation,  and  was  deeply  disturbed  about  the  future  of  Faith 
and  Order.  In  recent  years  it  had  done  a great  deal  of  work 
in  finding  out  the  differences  which  divided  the  churches. 
Now  that  work  was  united  with  the  Life  and  Work  Move- 
ment in  the  life  of  the  World  Council.  That  meant  that  they 
had  entered  into  something  new,  and  ought  not  only  to  work 
out  the  differences  between  the  churches  but  stand  with  the 
World  Council  in  feeling  the  whole  we'ght  of  the  problems 
of  the  whole  world.  It  would  not  be  of  any  use  if  they 
simply  asked  again  the  old  questions.  For  this  reason  they 
Uad  proposed  a small  commission,  so  that  it  could  become  a 
true  work'ng  commission,  which  could  widen  its  work  by 
calling  special  conferences  or  co-opting  additional  members. 
There  might  be  special  regional  conferences  as  well  as  world 
conferences.  He  agreed  that  no  decision  could  be  taken 
to-day.  But  he  did  not  think  that  the  present  constitution 
could  endure  for  a hundred  or  a thousand  years  as  a God- 
given  const’ tu tion  for  Faith  and  Order.  He  also  agreed  with 
Dr.  Visser  *t  Hooft’ s suggestion  that  there  must  be  a world 
conference  only  when  there  were  questions  of  Faith  and  Order 
which  must  be  presented  to  the  churches..  The  point  was 
whether  it  was  to  be  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission,  the 
Assembly,  or  the  Central  Committee  which  decided  when 
those  conferences  were  to  be  held.  He  thought  the  suggestion 
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that  the  commission  should  consist  of  80  or  ioo  people  was 
questionable.  Dr.  Visser  ’t  Hooft  had  had  to  admit  that  it 
was  difficult,  and  had  suggested  another  smaller  body  of 
about  25  people  which  would  in  fact  do  the  work.  He  thought 
that  if  there  were  a large  commission,  meeting  every  four 
years,  and  considering  the  work  of  the  smaller  committee, 
that  would  mean  that  the  world  conferences  would  come 
very  infrequently.  He  ended  by  quoting  the  words  of 
Zwingli:  ‘In  God’s  name,  do  something  courageous'. 

Dr.  Payne  appealed  to  the  meeting  on  the  very  grave 
dangers  of  going  to  Lund  with  a divided  mind,  and  presenting 
two  schemes  without  any  clear  lead  being  given.  This  body 
was  more  fitted  than  any  other  to  give  a lead.  The  result 
of  presenting  such  a report  might  cause  confusion,  and  they 
should  envisage  what  would  happen  if  one  of  the  schemes 
were  chosen  with  a small,  or  even  with  a large  majority,  still 
leaving  a dissenting  minority.  He  hoped  that  even  at  the 
eleventh  hour  some  bridge  could  be  found  between  the  two 
points  of  view.  He  had  tried  to  come  to  the  discussion  with 
an  open  mind,  after  only  four  years’  experience  at  first  hand 
of  Faith  and  Order,  and  he  believed  that  Dr.  Visser 't  Hooft’s 
plan  did  offer  some  kind  of  bridge.  Possibly  the  proposed 
increase  in  the  members  of  the  Commission  to  100  might 
not  easily  be  acceptable  to  the  supporters  of  the  second  plan; 
but  in  view  of  the  other  proposals  of  Dr.  Visser  ’t  Hooft 
he  was  sure  it  would  be  better  to  accept  this  compromise  at 
any  rate  for  the  years  until  Evanston  rather  than  to  divide 
the  Commission,  with  its  heritage  and  fellowship  through  the 
years.  He  hoped,  therefore,  that  the  Commission  would  be 
able  to  give  a general  approval  to  the  principles  underlying 
Dr.  Visser  ’t  Hooft’s  proposed  scheme,  leaving  it  to  the 
Executive  to  elaborate  it  at  different  points. 

Dr.  Hodgson  said  that  they  had  heard  from  Dr.  Visser  't 
Hooft  that  the  Centrai!  Committee  had  set  up  an  appraisal 
committee;  and  he  hoped  that  between  now  and  next  summer 
some  members  of  Faith  and  Order,  together  with  representa- 
tives of  that  committee,  could  get  together  and  think  out 
at  greater  leisure  a proposition  which  could  be  laid  before 
Lund  enabling  it  to  take  a decision  in  line  with  what  was 
likely  to  happen  in  1954.  He  believed  it  was  necessary  that 
time  should  be  made  in  the  intervening  twelve  months  for 
the  scheme  to  be  thought  out,  and  the  sort  of  guidance  given 
that  the  present  meeting  could  not  possibly  give. 

Dr.  Marsh  said  he  wished  to  support  what  Dr.  Payne 
had  said  regarding  the  proposal  put  to  the  Commission  by 
the  General  Secretary  of  the  World  Council.  He  had  wished 
to  say  earlier  that  it  was  essential  that  the  Commission  should 
itself  be  clear  as  to  the  principles  and  aims  of  the  Faith  and 
Order  Movement  after  Lund.  What  Dr.  Visser  ’t  Hooft  had 
done  was  to  present  those  principles  as  four  suggestions.  He 
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had  the  impression,  from  the  way  the  suggestions  had  been 
received,  that  Dr.  Visser  ’t  Hooft’s  speech  had  carried  the 
mind  of  the  meeting.  He  suggested,  if  that  were  so,  that 
the  Commission  should  put  forward  the  new  plan  as  some- 
thing like  the  considered  opinion  of  the  meeting.  He  felt 
that  to  put  two  or  three  different  pilans  before  the  Lund 
Conference  would  only  be  bewildering  to  the  delegates. 

Pastor  Werner  said  he  had  tried  to  listen  to  the  debate 
without  making  up  his  mind  in  advance  and  it  seemed  as 
though  Dr.  Visser  T Hooft  had  taken  out  the  best  from  both 
schemes  and  found  new  light.  He  felt  it  should  be  left  to 
the  Executive  Committee  to  try  to  find  the  full  solution  along 
the  lines  which  Dr.  Visser  ’t  Hooft  had  laid  down. 

The  Chairman  said  it  seemed  clear  that  it  was  impossible 
now  to  recommend  some  one  definite  proposal.  He  was  much 
in  sympathy  with  Dr.  Visser  't  Hooft’ s scheme  but  felt  it 
impossible  to  act  upon  a proposal  which  had  only  just  been 
brought  forward,  which  was  not  in  writing,  and  which  had 
not  been  before  the  committee  considering  arrangements  after 
Lund.  Therefore  he  put  to  the  meeting  a resolution  proposed 
by  Dr.  Hodgson. 

Dr.  Hodgson  therefore  moved  : 

That  the  Report  of  Sub-Committee  I be  received.  That 
the  Commission  does  not  think  fit  to  make  any  definite 
recommendation  based  upon  it  to  the  Lund  Conference,  but 
refers  this  Report,  together  with  the  proposal  made  by  Dr. 
Visser  ’t  Hooft  and  a record  of  the  discussion  here  held,  to 
the  Executive  Committee  for  consideration  in  preparation  for 
the  Conference  at  Lund. 

Dr.  Visser  't  Hooft  asked  whether  that  meant  that  the 
Executive  would  produce  a new  document  on  the  basis  of  all 
the  material. 

Dr.  Hodgson  said  the  resolution  had  been  left  vague  be- 
cause he  hoped  that  it  would  be  possible  to  get  together  some 
consultations  before  going  forward.  He  wanted  the  Executive 
to  have  the  opportunity  of  trying  to  understand  the  mind  of 
the  members,  which  would  enable  them  to  produce  something 
for  Lund  and  Evanston.  It  was  not  so  much  matters  of 
constitution  as  a question  of  what  the  Faith  and  Order  Move- 
ment was  to  be  working  at  and  what  the  other  departments 
would  be  working  at.  When  the  departments  understood 
each  other,  they  could  co-operate  from  the  start,  instead  of 
trying  to  fit  together  the  things  which  had  been  started  apart 
from  each  other. 

Professor  Hartford  said  he  was  very  grateful  to  Dr. 
Visser  *t  Hooft  for  his  suggestion.  He  hoped  that  the  consul- 
tations Dr.  Hodgson  suggested  would  include  the  kind  of 
representative  that  was  strongly  behind  plan  A.  If  so,  he 
would  gladly  vote  for  the  resolution. 


Dr.  Hodgson  said  the  Executive  would  have  to  take  the 
initiative  in  inviting  consultants  from  other  parts  of  the  World 
Council  and  other  members  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Com- 
mission. 

Dr.  Hodgson’s  resolution  was  then  AGREED. 

B.  Report  of  the  Sub-Committee  on  the  Lund  Programme 

Bishop  Dun,  the  chairman  of  that  sub-comm'ttee,  intro- 
duced the  following  report,  and  it  was  RECEIVED  by  the 
Commission  : 

A.  Programme 

(1)  That,  whilst  it  should  be  recognized  that  the  question 
of  non-theological  factors  is  of  great  importance,  and  that 
provision  should  be  made  for  its  presentation  and  continual 
remembrance  in  the  work  of  all  three  Sections,  it  should  not 
be  treated  as  a subject  assigned  to  a separate  Section, 

(2)  That,  whilst  the  three  Sections  should  each  be  given 
parity  of  treatment  in  the  matter  of  time  and  emphasis  during 
the  preparation  of  their  Reports  to  the  Conference,  special 
emphasis  should  be  given  to  the  topic  of  the  Church  during 
the  d'scussion  of  the  Section  Reports  in  full  session  during 
the  second  week. 

(3)  That  a Liaison  Committee,  consisting  of  five  members 
of  each  Section,  should  meet  daily  and  so  keep  each  Section 
in  touch  with  what  is  going  on  in  the  others. 

(4)  That  the  officers  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission 
be  authorized  and  instructed  to  arrange,  immediately  prior 
to  the  conven'ng  of  the  Conference,  consultations  among  a 
limited  and  selected  group  of  persons  who  will  be  expected  to 
take  the  lead  in  the  Section  discussions.  These  should  consist 
of  the  Chairmen-  and  Secretaries-designate  of  the  Sections, 
together  with  five  or  six  others  drawn  in  part  from  the  prepara- 
tory Theological  Commissions. 

(5)  That  since  Sections  of  approx:mately  100  persons 
would  probably  need  to  be  further  subdivided,  rooms  and 
officers  should  be  provided  for  this  purpose. 

Note. — It  was  suggested  that  the  Section  discussing  the 
Church  might  in  any  case  need  to  be  divided  into  two, 
to  consider  respectively  chapters  4 and  6 of  the  Report 
of  the  Theological  Commission. 

(6)  That  the  Lund  Conference  programme  include  pro- 
vision for  the  drawing  up  of  a statement  intended  to  provide 
material  for  the  Evanston  Assembly  of  the  World  Council  of 
Churches  in  the  place  in  the  programme  provisionally  assigned 
by  the  Central  Committee  to  the  subject  ‘ Our  unity  in  Christ 
and  our  division  in  the  Church/  or,  (as  has  been  suggested 
at  this  meeting)  ‘ Our  unity  in  Christ  and  the  divisions  among 
our  Churches / 
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(7)  That  on  the  first  Sunday  evening  there  should  be  a 
meeting  open  to  the  public  setting  the  work  of  the  Conference 
in  the  context  of  the  world-wide  mission  of  the  Church. 

(8)  That  at  some  appropriate  time  there  should  be  a special 
meeting  arranged  for  youth,  possibly  on  the  second  Sunday 
evening,  and  possibly  in  Malmö,  to  which  participants  could 
also  come  from  Copenhagen. 

B.  Consultants,  Observers  and  Visitors 

(9)  That  about  25  consultants  be  invited  by  the  officers, 
in  consultation  with  the  Chairmen  of  the  Theological  Com- 
missions. These  should  be  people  likely  to  make  a valuable 
contribution  to  the  Conference,  e.g.  by  the  part  they  have 
played  in  the  Theological  Commissions  or  as  representing 
ecumenical  or  confessional  organizations.  Before  they  are 
invited,  the  member  church  to  which  each  belongs  should  be 
asked  whether  it  agrees  that  he  should  act  in  this  capacity. 

(10)  That,  if  some  Roman  Catholic  representatives  request 
the  privilege  of  attending  the  Conference  as  observers,  the 
officers  be  authorized  to  welcome  them. 

(11)  That  whilst  the  officers  should  make  every  possible 
provision  for  the  most  effective  co-operation  with  the  religious 
and  secular  press,  nevertheless  it  is  desirable  that  there  should 
not  ordinarily  be  press  representatives  present  at  the  Section 
meetings. 

(12)  That  the  officers  make  some  provision  for  a limited 
number  of  perhaps  200  accredited  visitors,  who  would  in 
return  for  a registration  fee  receive  the  free  literature  sent  to 
delegates,  help  in  finding  accommodation,  and  a guaranteed 
seat  in  the  gallery  for  all  full  sessions.  Certain  specially 
qualified  persons  might  be  given  the  privilege  of  attending 
Section  meetings  with  a view  to  interpreting  the  Conference 
to  the  churches  in  the  areas  from  which  they  come. 

Note. — In  the  appointment  of  accredited  visitors  the 
officers  will  have  in  mind  the  wives  of  delegates,  the- 
ological students  and  people  recommended  by  their 
churches  as  likely  to  profit  by  attendance. 

(13)  That  no  responsibility  should  be  taken  for  finding 
accommodation  in  Lund  except  for  those  recommended  to  the 
local  committee  by  the  Commission  office. 

(14)  That  ministers  of  churches  in  Scandinavia  should  be 
welcomed  as  visitors  and  provided  with  necessary  literature 
free  of  charge. 

(15)  That  repeated  notice  should  be  given  of  the  decisions 
that  (i)  substitutes  will  only  be  admitted  to  membership  of 
the  Conference  if  they  are  taking  the  place  of  delegates  pre- 
vented from  attending,  and  (ii)  members  of  the  present  Corn- 
miss  on  on  Faith  and  Order  and  its  Theological  Commissions 
will  not  be  members  of  the  Conference  unless  re-appointed  by 
their  churches  as  delegates,  or  among  the  consultants. 
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C.  Time-Table 


(id)  That  the  following  Time-Table  (prepared  in  collabora- 
tion with  Sub-Committee  III)  be  provisionally  adopted  and 
printed  in  the  Conference  Handbook. 

August,  1952 

15.  Friday  Arrivals.  Registrations.  Opening  service 


16.  Saturday  9.30 

IO-I 


4.30-6.30 


8.30 

17.  Sunday 

8.0.  p.m. 

18.  Monday  9.30 

IO-II 


in  the  evening. 

Prayers. 

Opening  Business. 

Appointment  of  Officers. 
Chairman’s  Address. 

Addresses  emphasizing  the 
importance  of  non-theologi- 
cal  factors. 

Opening  up  of  the  question  of 
the  future  organization  of 
the  Commission  on  Faith 
and  Order,  and  appointment 
of  a Committee  to  prepare  a 
report  on  the  subject. 

Appointment  of  a committee 
to  draft  what  is  required  for 
the  Evanston  Assembly  of 
the  World  Council. 

Preparation  Service  for  Holy 
Communion,  in  the  Cathe- 
dral. 

Morning  free  for  worship. 

Special  Meeting  open  to  the 
public.  ( Subject : The  World 
Mission  of  the  Church.) 

Prayers. 

Full  session.  Division  of  the 
Conference  into  Sections. 


11. 30-1  Section  Meetings  for  their  own 

opening  business  : appoint- 
ment of  officers,  drafting 
and  liaison  committees,  etc. 

4-30-6.30  Section  meetings  for  discus- 
sion. 


8.0  p.m.  A Second  Public  Meeting. 
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19.  Tuesday 

9-30 

Full  Session:  Prayers. 

IO-I 

Section  Meetings. 

4.30-6.30 

Section  Meetings. 

8.0  p.m. 

Evening  to  be  left  clear  of 
official  committees  to  allow 
for  Confessional  Meetings. 

20.  Wednesday 

9-30 

Full  Session  : Prayers. 

IO-I 

Section  Meetings. 

4.30-6.30 

Full  Session  : Interim  Report 
from  one  Section. 

21.  Thursday 

9-30 

Full  Session:  Prayers. 

IO-I 

Full  Session:  Interim  Reports 
from  remaining  two  Sections. 

4.30-6.30 

Section  Meetings. 

22.  Friday 

9-30 

Full  Session  : Prayers. 

IO-I 

) Section  Meetings.  Completion 

4.30-6.30 

j of  Section  Reports. 

23.  Saturday 

9-30 

Full  Session:  Prayers. 

IO-I 

Full  Session.  Report  of  Com- 

mittee on  future  organiza- 

tion. 

(Excursions  in  afternoon.) 

24.  Sunday 

Morning  free  for  worship. 

5.0  p.m. 

Conference  Service  in  the 
Cathedral. 

8.0 

Special  Meeting  open  to  the 
public  (a  Youth  Rally  in 
Malmö ) . 

25.  Monday  I 

9-30 

Prayers. 

26.  Tuesday 

27.  Wednesday  j 

IO-I 

) Full  Sessions.  Revision  of 

4.30-6.30 

j"  Section  Reports. 

28.  Thursday  . 

9-30 

Prayers. 

IO-I 

• Full  Sessions.  Report  of  Com- 

4.30-6.30  j mittee  on  Material  for  Evan- 

ston  Assembly.  Nomination 
of  post-Conference  Com- 
mission. Any  other  un- 
finished business.  Closing 
Service. 

Evening  Service  (Compline)  in  the  Cathedral  each  week- 
day, beginning  Monday,  August  18th,  at  9.45  p.m. 
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Discussion  on  the  Report 
Visitors  and  Substitutes 

Prebendary  Macdonald  asked  whether  it  was  not  rather 
unfair  to  plan  for  such  a large  number  as  200  accredited 
visitors,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  many  members  of  the 
Faith  and  Order  Commission  were  unable  to  take  part.  He 
understood  the  reasons  for  a reduction  in  the  number  of 
delegates,  but  thought  that  an  opportunity  ought  to  be  given 
to  present  members  to  be  there.  Bishop  Dun  and  Dr. 
Hodgson  explained  that  anyone  who  liked  could  be  there, 
and  that  certainly  any  member  of  the  Commission  who  applied 
would  be  granted  the  status  of  an  accredited  visitor. 
Prebendary  Macdonald  thought  it  would  have  been  more 
courteous  towards  senior  members  of  the  Commission  to 
enable  them  to  come  to  Lund.  Dr.  Hodgson  emphasized 
that  the  fundamental  principle  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Move- 
ment was  that  its  conferences  consisted  of  delegates  of  the 
churches,  and  Bishop  Dun  added  that  this  matter  had  not 
been  within  the  jurisdiction  of  his  sub-committee,  which  had 
not  settled  but  assumed  this  principle.  If  a church  was 
allowed  three  or  four  representatives,  and  had  that  number 
of  existing  members  of  the  Commission  whom  it  should 
include,  its  representation  would  be  thrown  completely  out 
of  balance  by  that  fact.  The  churches  had  to  h>e  left  to 
select  their  representatives;  that  was  not  a decision  of  the 
Commission  but  a principle  already  established. 

Professor  Baillie  raised  the  question  of  alternates.  The 
term  was  being  used  in  a different  sense  from  that  used  at 
Amsterdam,  and  it  was  not  quite  clear  whether  the  churches 
were  expected  to  nominate  alternates  or  not.  The  Secretary 
quoted  the  letter  sent  to  all  the  churches  in  March,  1951, 
which  made  it  clear  that  although  churches  were  recom- 
mended to  nominate  one  or  more  alternates  they  would  not 
be  present  at  Lund  except  in  the  place  of  an  absent  delegate. 
Dr.  Flew  thought  it  should  be  expressly  stated,  in  further 
correspondence  with  the  churches,  that,  in  contradistinction 
to  the  Amsterdam  procedure,  there  would  be  no  official 
alternates  at  Lund. 

Mr.  Morehouse  moved  that  the  word  'alternate'  should 
be  replaced  by  'substitute'.  To  this  tlie  Commission 

AGREED. 

Dr.  Visser  't  Hooft  thought  that  under  the  categoiy  of 
consultants,  where  the  report  instanced  as  people  likely  to 
be  useful  those  who  had  played  a part  in  the  Theological 
Commissions,  or  represented  confessional  organizations,  the 
officers  ought  also  to  think,  in  choosing  the  consultants,  of 
the  ecumenical  organizations  such  as  the  W.S.C.F.  and  the 
World  Council  itself. 

It  was  AGREED  to  amend  point  9 to  read  ‘ ...  or  as 
representing  ecumenical  or  confessional  organizations' 
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Open  Meetings 

Dr.  Visser  't  Hooft  thought  the  programme  ought  to 
contain  one  or  two  public  meetings  at  which  delegates,  some 
of  whom  would  be  attending  their  first  ecumenical  meeting, 
and  accredited  visitors  should  be  given  a wider  presentation 
of  the  nature  of  Faith  and  Order.  Bishop  Dun  acknowledged 
the  force  of  this  suggestion,  and  Dr.  Hodgson  considered 
that  for  this  purpose  the  night  of  the  first  Monday  would 
be  quite  possible.  The  reasons  for  leaving  evenings  free 
had  been  that  one  could  never  know  when  a further  meet:ng 
of  a section,  or  a plenary  session,  might  be  necessary,  and 
also  that  much  of  the  value  of  such  a conference  came  from 
private  conversations.  He  believed  that  two  such  meetings 
would  be  unnecessary,  since  the  latter  part  of  the  first  Satur- 
day morning,  and  the  first  Sunday  evening,  would  also  be 
fulfilling  the  same  purpose.  Dr.  Katz  and  Professor  Marsh 
urged  that  some  provision  should  be  made  for  arranging 
meetings  for  visitors  during  the  day-time,  as  there  would 
here  be  a real  chance  of  missionary  work. 

The  Chairman  said  that  the  staff  must  always  be  allowed 
discretion  to  make  necessary  alterations,  and  that  they  would 
take  note  of  the  suggestions  put  forward  by  the  meeting  and 
•consider  them  further  in  the  Executive. 

Message  and  Theme  for  Assembly 

Professor  Ioannidis  said  that  at  Edinburgh  and  Lausanne 
it  had  been  the  practice  to  issue  a message  to  the  world  in 
regard  to  the  unity  of  the  churches,  and  he  noticed  that  the 
present  programme  made  no  provision  for  this.  It  might  be 
that  the  conference  would  wish  to  issue  one,  if  not  to  the 
world,  at  least  to  the  churches,  saying  where  they  stood  at 
the  moment.  The  Chairman  replied  that  this  was  a matter 
for  the  conference  to  consider,  and  if  it  wished  to  issue  a 
message  it  could  set  aside  time  for  that  purpose.  The  con- 
ference itself  was  perfectly  free  to  alter  the  programme. 

Professor  Ioannidis  commented  on  the  suggested  title  for 
the  sect'on  of  the  1954  Assembly  dealing  with  Faith  and 
Order:  ‘Our  Unity  in  Christ  and  our  Divisions  in  the  Church'. 
He  thought  that  this  was  a misleading  title,  since  if  there 
was  unity  in  Christ  there  should  be  unity  in  the  Church, 
which  was  the  Body  of  Christ,  Christ  Himself.  The  Orthodox 
Church  could  not  say  both  those  things.  He  suggested  as  an 
alternative  : ‘Our  Unity  in  Christ  and  the  Divisions  of 
Christendom'.  Dr.  Visser  't  Hooft  thought  that  Professor 
Ioannidis  was  right,  and  suggested  ‘Our  Unity  in  Christ  and 
the  Divisions  among  the  Churches'.  Professor  Ioannidis 
said  he  would  prefer  the  omission  of  the  word  ‘church'.  The 
Orthodox  Church  believed  that  the  Una  Sancta  was  the  real 
Church,  and  they  only  said  ‘churches'  because  they  had  to 
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He  believed  theirs  was  the  only  point  of  view,  because  they 
had  to  believe  that  the  Church  of  Christ  which  had  been 
created  still  exists. 

Archbishop  Athenagoras  suggested  ‘ . . . our  divisions 
in  faith’.  Professor  Hartford  suggested  simply  ‘Our 
Unity  in  Christ  and  our  Divisions’. 

Mr.  LeQuesne  asked  for  a further  explanation  of  recom- 
mendation (6)  of  the  sub-committee  report.  Dr.  Hodgson 
explained  that  it  was  for  Lund  to  say  whether  the  Faith  and 
Order  section  of  the  Assembly  should  discuss  the  subject 
proposed  or  some  other  subject.  The  Lund  Conference  com- 
mittee on  this  matter  would  seek  to  present  to  Evanston 
whatever  came  out  of  the  discussions  at  Lund,  but  always 
keeping  its  eyes  upon  the  subject  suggested  by  the  Central 
Committee.  Bishop  Dun  added  that  the  formulation  had 
originally  been  suggested  by  the  American  Section  of  the 
Faith  and  Order  Commission.  The  resolution  implied  that 
Lund  would  finally  decide  what  subject  should  be  discussed 
at  the  point  in  the  Evanston  programme  for  which  this  pro- 
visional title  had  been  provided,  and  that  they  would  be  free 
to  modify  that  title. 

The  Chairman  proposed  that  the  resolution  should  stand 
as  worded  in  the  committee  report,  but  that  the  following 
should  be  added  : ‘It  was  suggested  that  the  title  might  be 
re-worded  to  read:  “Our  unity  in  Christ  and  the  divisions 
among  our  churches’’.’  To  this  the  Commission  AGREED. 

Pastor  Westphal  and  Dr.  Werner  raised  questions  about 
the  description  in  the  programme  of  the  services  it  was  pro- 
posed to  hold.  The  Chairman  said  that  these  were  still  open 
to  be  changed,  and  it  was  AGREED  to  defer  decision  on  this 
until  the  discussion  of  the  report  of  sub-committee  III. 

Professor  Hartford  returned  to  the  question  of  a message 
from  the  Lund  Conference,  and  said  that  although  it  was  a 
matter  for  the  conference  to  decide,  if  provision  was  nowhere 
made  for  it  the  question  might  not  even  be  raised.  He  sug- 
gested that  on  Saturday  the  16th  the  words  should  be  added  : 
‘Appointment  of  a committee,  if  thought  desirable,  to  draft 
a Message  from  the  Conference  to  the  Churches’.  The 
Chairman  thought  that  should  be  another  suggestion  to  be 
considered  by  the  Executive,  but  Professor  Hartford 
preferred  that  a vote  should  be  taken  on  it  at  that  meeting. 
Professor  Marsh  said  that  he  had  raised  the  same  question 
in  sub-committee  II,  and  had  been  satisfied  with  the  answer 
that  the  Conference  sent  its  Report  to  the  churches,  and  that 
that  constituted  its  message. 
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Roman  Catholic  Observers 

Professor  Ioannidis  (referring  to  § io)  thought  that  the 
Roman  Catholic  Church  ought  to  be  sent  an  invitation  to  the 
Lund  Conference,  rather  than  leaving  it  to  the  initiative  of 
individuals  in  that  church. 

Dr.  Hodgson  replied  that  the  Secretary  knew  more  about 
the  recent  history,  but  reminded  the  meeting  that  the  invita- 
tion to  Faith  and  Order  Conferences  was  issued,  not  to  this  or 
that  particular  church,  but  to  all  Christian  bodies  throughout 
the  world  which  accept  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  as  God  and 
Saviour.  They  had  a long  history  of  communications  with 
the  Church  of  Rome,  beginning  with  a deputation  to  Rome 
in  1919  which  was  received  by  the  Pope.  The  situation  as 
they  understood  it  was  that  it  was  one  of  the  fundamental 
principles  of  the  Church  of  Rome  that,  considering  itself  to 
be  the  only  Church,  it  could  not  officially  take  part  in  any 
movement  which  implied  that  it  was  one  among  others.  At 
Edinburgh  they  knew  it  was  no  good  approaching  the  Roman 
Church,  since  its  position  had  been  explained,  but  when  it 
asked  whether  the  conference  would  welcome  observers  this 
request  was  accepted.  There  had  been  friendly  relations, 
but  since  that  first  deputation  there  had  been  an  under- 
standing that  the  question  would  not  be  reopened  from  the 
side  of  Faith  and  Order,  but  that  it  would  be  left  to  the 
Church  of  Rome  to  take  the  initiative. 

The  Secretary  said  that  it  was  important  for  the  Com- 
mission to  remember  the  historical  background  of  their  rela- 
tions with  the  Church  of  Rome.  The  only  changes  in  recent 
years  had  been  the  increasing  number  of  Roman  Catholic 
theologians  interested  in  the  ecumenical  movement,  the 
Monitum  at  the  time  of  the  Amsterdam  Assembly  and  the 
Encyclical  on  the  Ecumenical  Movement  of  February,  1950. 
In  the  light  of  these  developments  within  the  Roman  Church, 
the  Chairman  had  conducted  private  correspondence  with 
the  Apostolic  Delegate  in  Scandinavia,  and  the  Secretary  with 
interested  individuals.  As  a result,  the  Executive  was  clear 
that  they  were  not  under  any  obligation  to  take  a different 
kind  of  initiative  from  that  they  had  taken  in  the  past,  and 
that  the  responsibility  still  lay  with  the  Church  of  Rome  itself. 

Mr.  Morehouse  agreed  fully  with  what  had  been  said, 
but  thought  there  was  an  important  principle  involved.  The 
door  to  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  must  always  be  kept 
open,  and  they  should  continue  to  send  it  official  invitations. 

Pastor  Maury  said  that  they  were  ready  to  invite  any 
observer,  but  that  was  a different  matter  from  inviting  the 
Church  of  Rome  to  send  delegates  to  take  part  in  the 
conference. 
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C.  Report  of  the  Sub-Committee  on  Worship  at  Lund 

Dr.  Tomkins  presented  the  following  report: 

The  Sub-Committee  makes  the  following  recommendations  : 

(1)  Services  conducted  by  the  Conference: 

An  opening  service  on  Friday  evening,  August  15th,  1952, 
in  the  Cathedral,  which  shall  be  a service  of  worship  and 
ded’cation  for  the  members  of  the  Conference,  conducted 
by  its  own  leaders.  No  formal  procession. 

A service  of  preparation  for  the  Holy  Communion  on 
Saturday  evening,  August  16th,  in  the  Cathedral. 

A Conference  service  on  the  second  Sunday,  August  24th, 
which  the  members  of  the  Conference  shall  attend 
officially,  entering  in  procession.  To  be  held  in  the 
Cathedral  at  5 p.m. 

A closing  service  on  Thursday,  August  28th,  in  the 
Cathedral  similar  to  the  opening  service.  No  procession. 

(2)  Service  held  by  the  Church  of  Sweden,  in  the  Cathedral 
at  10  a.m.  on  the  first  Sunday,  August  17th,  to  which 
the  members  of  the  Conference  will  be  specially  invited. 
It  will  be  the  regular  Cathedral'  service,  in  Swedish, 
including  Holy  Communion,  and  all  members  of  the 
Conference  will  be  invited  to  communicate. 

(3)  The  Conference  shall  hold  daily  services  in  the  Cathedral 
each  morning  and  evening.  Those  in  the  morning  shall 
be  of  various  forms  according  to  the  practice  of  the 
church  to  which  the  leader  or  leaders  belong,  using 
when  that  is  convenient  the  forms  in  Venite  Adoremus. 
In  the  evening  the  service  shall  be  the  Compline  from 
Venite  Adoremus,  read  in  different  languages  in  turn. 

(4)  Selection  of  leaders  for  the  services: 

To  be  referred  to  a special  committee  to  be  appointed  by 
the  Commission. 

(5)  Other  matters  to  be  referred  to  this  committee  : 
Arrangements  for  other  services  of  Holy  Communion 
during  the  Conference,  as  desired  by  the  participating 
churches,  to  be  conducted  by  them  according  to  their 
own  rites  and  customs.  The  Conference  schedule  shall 
provide  convenient  times  for  these  services. 
Arrangements  for  music  at  the  services. 

(6)  It  shall  be  the  rule  that  no  photographs  may  be  taken 
during  any  service. 

(7)  The  Commission  shall  purchase  sufficient  copies  of  Venite 
Adoremus  and  of  Cantate  Domino  for  the  use  of  those 
attending  the  daily  services  in  the  Cathedral.  Additional 
copies  shall  be  provided  for  sale  to  members  of  the 
Conference. 
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(8)  The  Lund  Arrangements  Committee  shall  be  asked  to  set 
aside  a room  in  the  building  where  the  Conference  meets, 
to  be  used  by  members  for  quiet,  meditation  and  prayer. 

The  Chairman  called  attention  to  the  last  paragraph  of  the 
report  in  which  the  use  of  a room  in  the  building  where  the 
conference  would  meet  was  requested.  The  Archbishop 
thought  it  might  be  d'fficult  to  secure  such  a room  on  the  Uni- 
versity premises,  but  after  some  discussion  it  seemed  clear 
that  the  members  wished  to  press  for  this — no  matter  how 
unsuitable  the  room — and  the  report  was  left  without  amend- 
ment at  that  point. 

On  point  3,  daily  services,  Mr.  Bartlett  stressed  the  need 
for  punctuality  in  beginning  both  the  services  and  the  sessions 
of  the  conference,  and  thought  that  ten  minutes  was  too  short 
a time  to  enable  all  the  delegates  to  get  from  the  Cathedral 
to  the  assembly  hall  and  be  ready  to  start  the  meeting.  He 
thought  there  should  be  an  interval  between  the  termination 
of  the  service  and  the  beginning  of  the  session.  The  officers 
took  note  of  this  point.  Dr.  Katz  said  he  did  not  understand 
why  the  morning  services  were  to  be  according  to  the  desire 
of  the  various  member  churches,  while  the  evening  service  was 
always  to  be  Compline.  Dr.  Tomkins  explained  that  the 
committee  had  thought  it  good  to  close  with  a familiar  form 
of  family  prayer,  and  Compline  had  been  suggested  as  a 
suitable  service. 

The  Commission  ADOPTED  the  report  of  the  Sub- 
Committee  on  Worship  at  Lund. 

D.  Report  of  the  Sub-Committee  on  Allocations  at  Lund 

The  following  report  was  in  the  hands  of  the  members: 

The  Sub-Committee  agreed  on  the  following  points: 

(1)  Corrections  in  the  mimeographed  list: 

on  p.5  under  (2)  Non-member  Churches,  insert  Philippine 
Independent  Church,  2 places. 

Baptist  Churches  in  Russia,  2 places. 

on  p.6,  that  it  be  indicated  that  the  Patriarchate  of 

Moscow  is  not  limited  to  one  place. 

(2)  Requests  for  additional  allocations: 

To  the  Ceylon  Methodist  Church — 1 additional  place 
(total  2). 

To  the  Methodist  Church,  U.S.A. — 1 additional  place 
(total  8). 

(3)  That  the  one  place  allotted  to  the  Disciples  of  Christ  in 
Canada  which  will  not  be  used  by  them,  be  tentatively 
reserved  for  some  other  Canad’ an  Church;  and  likewise 
that  the  places  which  cannot  be  used  by  some  of  the 
Younger  Churches  be  filled  by  other  Younger  Churches 
where  possible. 
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(4)  That  the  Executive  Committee  be  authorized  to  make 
any  further  changes  or  additions  that  may  be  desirable, 
within  the  limits  of  available  places. 

With  one  small  amendment,  the  report,  as  above,  was 
ADOPTED,  and  the  Commission  RESOLVED  to  appoint  a 
small  committee  to  consider  further  the  arrangements  for 
worship  at  the  Lund  Conference.  The  following  names,  pro- 
posed by  the  sub-committee  on  Worship,  were  agreed  to  by 
the  Commission  : 

Canon  Riches,  Convener 
Dean  Craig 
Dr.  Emmen 
Bishop  Stählin 
Pastor  Werner 

7.  REPORT  ON  PROGRESS  OF  THE  STUDY  ON 
NON-THEOLOGICAL  FACTORS 

The  Secretary  reminded  the  meeting  that  at  its  meeting 
in  Chichester  it  had  received  a stimulating  letter  from  Profes- 
sor Dodd,  which  was  printed  in  the  Minutes  and  in  the 
Ecumenical  Review.  It  had  then  been  agreed  that  the 
subject  had  been  raised  too  late  to  be  the  subject  of  a theologi- 
cal commission,  but  that  an  awareness  of  these  issues  should 
be  infused  into  the  whole  range  of  the  deliberations  of  the 
Lund  Conference.  Thus  the  Letter  of  Invitation  lists  the  three 
main  subjects,  and  then  adds  ‘and  the  relevance  to  all  these 
matters  of  the  non-theological  factors  that  may  hinder  or 
accelerate  the  Church’s  unity/  The  Secretary  had  been  asked 
by  the  Executive  to  enter  into  contact  with  Dr.  Kraemer  of 
the  Ecumenical  Institute  at  Bossey,  in  order  to  see  whether 
the  Institute  and  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  could  not 
jointly  sponsor  a conference  of  people  who  could  give  cohesion 
to  this  vast  subject  and  produce  a report  which  could  be  in 
the  hands  of  the  Lund  delegates;  he  wished  to  ask  the  approval 
of  the  meeting  for  the  steps  which  had  been  taken  up  to  the 
present  time.  A short  memorandum  had  been  circulated  to 
certain  people  inviting  them  to  a conference  from  November 
6th.  to  12th,  and  concurrently  the  subject  had  been  taken  up 
by  a group  in  America  which  had  produced  some  papers  to 
be  used  as  preparatory  material.  Two  or  three  of  its  members 
hoped  to  come  to  the  November  conference.  The  Secretary 
then  outlined  the  proposed  programme  of  the  conference,  and 
said  they  hoped  it  would  consist  of  about  20  to  24  people 
from  Europe,  the  U.S.A.,  Britain,  and  the  younger  churches. 
This  was  the  first  time  that  he  had  the  opportunity  to  ask 
the  Commission  whether  it  agreed  that  these  plans  should  go 
• forward  jointly  with  the  World  Council’s  Institute. 
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Prebendary  Macdonald  noped  the  programme  outlined 
would  be  implemented  fully  and  that  a report  would  be  ready 
for  Lund.  But  he  wished  to  add  another  field  of  enquiry — 
the  way  in  which  decisions  of  churches  to  come  together,  or 
of  one  church  to  help  another  church,  could  in  some  cases 
be  rendered  nugatory  by  an  appeal  to  the  courts. 

The  Chairman  said  that  the  suggestion  would  be  noted. 

It  was  AGREED  : That  the  Commission  approves  the 
steps  already  taken  to  arrange  a conference  on  non-theological 
factors,  in  conjunction  with  the  World  Council’s  Ecumenical 
Institute,  and  authorizes  the  Secretary  to  go  forward  with  the 
plans,  with  a view  to  the  production  by  that  Conference  of  a 
report  to  be  put  in  the  hands  of  the  Lund  delegates. 

8.  REPORT  ON  PLANS  FOR  THE  UNOFFICIAL 
CONSULTATION  OF  DELEGATES  FROM 
CHURCH  UNITY  AREAS 

The  Secretary  introduced  a memorandum  (see  Appendix 
IV,  p.  89)  by  saying  that  the  idea  behind  it,  although  it  re- 
ceived fortification  during  his  tour  in  the  Orient,  originated  at 
the  Commission  meeting  at  Baarn.  He  had  twice  brought 
the  matter  before  meetings  of  the  Executive,  because  he 
believed  that  they  were  faced  here  with  new  problems  of 
which  they  ought  to  take  cognizance  in  a new  way.  The  plan 
for  this  consultation  did  not  depart  from  the  fundamental 
principle  of  Faith  and  Order  that  it  did  not  itself  negotiate 
unions,  but  it  was  a forum  in  which  problems  were  discussed 
which  affected  several  groups  of  separated  Christians.  There 
were  in  their  constituency  a large  number  of  churches  with  a 
common  problem,  viz.,  the -issues  which  arise  when  one  turns 
from  discussing  general  questions  of  unity  to  discussing 
specific  issues  of  local  negotiation.  It  was  Faith  and  Order's 
obligation  to  be  a forum  -where  they  could  discuss  these 
problems;  but  at  the  same  time  it  was  recognized  that  any 
particular  scheme  was  in  fact  both  advocated  and  opposed 
by  members  of  churches  within  their  fellowship,  so  that  a 
consultation  of  this  kind  should  include  not  only  advocates  of 
these  schemes  but  also  opponents. 

The  consultation  was  called  ‘unofficial'  because  it  had  no 
greater  support  than  the  encouragement  of  the  Executive  to 
the  Secretary  to  see  how  far  the  plan  met  a real  demand.  He 
had  become  convinced  that  there  were  a large  number  of 
churches  which  would  welcome  this  opportunity.  He  had 
so  far  only  been  authorized  to  spend  time  in  gathering  infor- 
mation from  different  parts  of  the  world  and  in  taking  first 
steps  for  a possible  consultation;  he  now  asked  whether  the 
Commission  would  wish  to  go  further  and  to  give  this  little 
conference  after  Lund  its  support  in  principle,  and  if  so 
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whether  it  would  undergird  the  Secretary  with  a small  advisory 
group  of  members  of  churches  who  had  been  through  experi- 
ences of  this  kind. 

Prebendary  Macdonald  expressed  warm  approval  of  the 
project,  provided  that  it  could  be  carried  through  without 
going  back  on  the  Commission’s  principle  of  not  itself 
arranging  unions. 

Dr.  Payne  supported  the  plan.  He  had  already  commented 
in  writing  to  the  Secretary  that  it  was  proposed  to  discuss 
Christian  initiation  and  believers’  baptism  without,  apparently, 
the  presence  of  anyone  who  upheld  believers’  baptism.  He 
had  been  told,  however,  that  the  Baptists  in  Ceylon  could 
not  be  invited  to  send  a delegate  to  Lund  as  an  autonomous 
church,  but  that  there  would  be  no  difficulty  about  one  of  the 
British  Baptists  attending  the  consultation,  and  so  he  was 
quite  satisfied  on  that  point.  Secondly,  he  agreed  with  Pre- 
bendary Macdonald  that  they  must  be  quite  clear  what  kind 
of  a consultation  it  was  to  be. 

Bishop  Dun  thought  the  principle  of  the  consultation 
should  simply  be  that  Faith  and  Order  put  some  of  its  staff 
facilities  at  the  disposal  of  a group  of  its  member  churches, 
without  telling  them  whom  they  ought  to  invite  or  what  they 
ought  to  discuss.  Mr.  LeQuesne  thought  it  should  continue 
to  be  called  an  ‘unofficial’  consultation,  and  that  when  invita- 
tions were  sent  out  it  should  be  made  perfectly  plain  that  it 
was  being  held  because  the  churches  concerned  had  expressed 
the  wish  that  it  should  be. 

After  some  further  discussion,  it  was  AGREED  : 

That  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  has  heard  with 
interest  of  the  plans  for  an  unofficial  consultation  of  repre- 
sentatives from  church  unity  areas,  and  authorizes  the 
Secretary  to  continue  to  give  such  time  and  facilities  as  would 
be  needed  to  ensure  a successful  meeting. 

Further,  the  Commission  suggests  that  the  Secretary  regard 
the  following  people  as  constituting  an  advisory  group  in 
making  the  remaining  preparations  : 

Dr.  Manikam 
Mr.  Niles 
Father  Brandreth 
Dr.  Gallagher 


9.  BUDGETS 

a.  Departmental  Budgets  for  1952 

The  following  budget  was  before  the  Commission  : 


EUROPEAN  OFFICE 


i . Staff  : 


Mr.  Tomkins  : 

Salary  

750 

Child.  All. 

120 

— 

870 

Expenses  . . . 

150 

Insurance 

and 

Pension 

28 

— 

178 

Dr.  Hodgson  : 

Salary  

400 

Miss  Rhodes  : 

Part  Salary 

275 

Insurance 

and 

P.F.  ... 

71 

346 

Miss  Bickerstaff  : 

Salary  and 

Insurance 

150 

2.  Travelling  Expenses  : 

Mr.  Tomkins  : European  Travel 

plus  Central 
Com’tee,  India  400 

Dr.  Hodgson  : European  Travel  ...  50 

Dr.  Tomkins:  Travel  to  Lund  ...  150 

3.  Meetings  and  Conferences  : 

Executive,  January  1952  250 

Executive  at  Lund  50 

300 

Staff  at  Lund  10 11 


4 Publication  and  Printing  : 

(a)  S.C.M.  Press,  volumes,  subsidies, 

second  instalment  100 

(b)  1,000  Report  on  non-theological 

factors  100 

(c)  1,000  Report  on  Unity  move- 
ments   100 

(d)  French  and  German  versions  of 

(b)  and  (c)  too 

(e)  Other  pre-Lund  publications  ...  200 


5.  Post,  Telephone  and  Telegrams  : 

London  and  Oxford  

6.  Office  Supplies,  Books  : 

London  100 

Oxford  50 

7.  Miscellaneous  and  unforeseen  


.8/9.  Rent  and  Services  : 

39  Doughty  Street  200 

63  York  Road  120 


10.  Accountancy  and  Audit 


£ 


1944 


600 


1311 


600 

150 


150 

35 


320 

20 


£5130 
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American  Expenses  (dollars)  : S 

1.  Staff  3600 

2.  Travel  Expenses  1300 

3.  Meetings  and  Conferences  100 

4.  Publications  and  Books  400 

5.  Postage,  Telephone,  Telegrams  300 

6.  Office  Supplies  and  Furniture  200 

7.  Book-keeping  and  Audit  100 


$6000» 

The  Secretary  said  the  budget  would  not  need  much  dis- 
cussion because  it  represented  no  change  from  the  normal 
budget  of  the  department  in  recent  years.  He  explained  that 
under  item  2,  travelling  expenses,  the  figure  was  higher  as 
it  included  the  expense  of  his  own  journey  to  India  at  the 
end  of  1952  for  the  meeting  of  the  Central  Committee.  The 
cost  of  the  American  Secretary's  journey  to  Lund  in  August, 
1952,  had  also  been  added  to  that  item,  in  preference  to  raising 
the  total  sum  of  the  dollar  budget.  The  allowance  in  the 
dollar  budget  would  cover  Dr.  Tomkins'  journey  to  the 
Executive  Committee  in  January,  1952.  Item  3 needed  some 
explanation  : in  order  to  make  a considerable  saving  on  the 
Lund  budget,  the  expenses  of  taking  the  Faith  and  Order 
administrative  staff  to  Lund  had  been  provided  for  in  the 
general  budget.  Item  4 was  the  best  estimate  that  could  now 
be  made  of  the  publication  costs  which  would  be  incurred  in 
preparation  for  the  Lund  Conference.  The  rest  had  been  paid 
for  out  of  the  1950  budget.  There  was  no  change  in  items 
5 to  10. 

The  dollar  budget  remained  unchanged  at  a total  sum  of 
|6,ooo  for  the  year. 

The  budgets  for  the  European  and  American  offices  of  the 
Commission  on  Faith  and  Order  for  1952  were  APPROVED. 

b.  Lund  Conference  Budget 

The  following  budget  was  before  the  Commission  : 


REVENUE 

(1)  From  Faith  and  Order  reserve  of  January  ist,  £ £ 

1949  55°° 

(2)  Registration  Fees  of  300  delegates  at  £2  each  600 

EXPENDITURE 

(1)  Cost  of  accommodation  and  travel  admini- 

stration   200- 

(2)  Conference  duplicating,  printing,  etc.,  includ- 

ing handbook,  Who’s  Who,  worship 

services,  draft  reports  iock> 

(3)  Subsidies  to  delegates , e.g.  travel  total 

=£3,175,  plus  50  subsistence  at  average 


of  25s.  per  day  for  14  days,  ^825  (including 
£200  for  Youth  Group,  whether  travel  or 

subsistence)  43oc> 

(4)  Sundries — such  as  remuneration  of  university 

attendants,  press  conferences  600 

^6100  ^6100 
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The  Secretary  said  that  item  (i),  under  Revenue,  repre- 
sented part  of  the  dowry  which  Faith  and  Order  had  brought 
in  to  the  World  Council,  and  which  had  been  set  aside  for 
the  Lund  Conference.  Owing  to  the  financial  genius  of  Dr. 
Tatlow,  the  Edinburgh  Conference  had  finished  with  a surplus. 
The  sum  of  £5,500  represented  the  greater  part  of  that  amount. 
The  only  other  revenue  would  be  the  registration  fees  paid 
by  the  delegates  at  £2  a head  (or  the  equivalent).  On  the 
expenditure  side,  items  (1)  and  (2)  represented  unavoidable 
expense  in  running  the  conference.  The  question  arose  as  to 
how  the  £200  should  be  spent.  It  had  been  suggested  that  a 
travel  agency  in  Lund  would  deal  with  all  accommodation  and 
travel  problems  in  return  for  a fixed  fee  per  capita.  Mr. 
Northam,  Director  of  the  World  Council's  Department  of 
Finance  and  Administration,  was  to  see  the  representative 
of  the  agency  and  advise  as  to  the  best  way  of  dealing  with 
the  matter.  It  would  of  course,  in  any  case,  be  necessary  to 
spend  some  money  for  such  arrangements.  A large  sum 
would  be  needed  under  (2)  for  duplicating,  printing,  etc.,  the 
Handbook,  Who's  Who  and  other  material  being  included  in 
this  figure. 

Mr.  Tomkins  said  that  under  3,  subsidies  to  delegates,  he 
had  proposed  to  place  all  the  money  that  could  be  spared 
from  other  items  of  the  budget.  Item  4 covered  small  sums 
which  would  have  to  be  paid  out  in  Lund. 

Canon  Herklots  asked  whether  there  would  be  a special 
appeal  to  raise  funds  for  the  conference,  or  whether  this 
£6,100  would  be  the  total  sum.  The  Secretary  replied  that 
there  could  not  be  any  special  financial  appeal,  because  the 
whole  financial  burden  of  the  ecumenical  movement  was  so 
great  that  the  churches  could  not  face  more  claims  upon  them. 
The  Chairman  hoped  that  the  host  country  would  be  able  to 
help  to  reduce  some  of  the  local  expenditure  under  item  (1), 
but  he  could  not,  of  course,  make  a promise. 

The  draft  budget  for  the  Lund  Conference  was 
APPROVED. 

10.  PUBLICATIONS  FOR  THE  LUND  CONFERENCE 

‘Mr.  Tomkins  said  he  would  deal  first  with  the  matters 
mentioned  in  the  budget.  There  was  the  possibility  of  having 
a published  report  of  the  non-theological  factors  conference 
to  be  held  in  November,  1951.  He  thought  the  Commission 
should  authorize  that  conference  to  produce  the  best  docu- 
ment it  could  for  circulation  to  the  Lund  delegates.  The 
document  would  not  of  course  bear  the  authority  of  the  Com- 
mission, but  would  include  a statement  that  the  report  was 
prepared  by  the  participants  at  that  conference,  which  met 
under  the  authorization  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission, 
but  that  the  authors  of  the  report  themselves  accepted 
responsibility  for  its  contents. 
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It  was  AGREED  that  the  report  of  the  conference  on 
non-theological  factors  should  be  published  as  a Faith  and 
Order  paper  in  preparation  for  Lund. 

A considerable  survey  of  unity  negotiations  had  been  pub- 
lished before  the  Edinburgh  Conference,  covering  the  period 
between  the  Lausanne  and  Edinburgh  Conferences.  It  was 
now  necessary  to  decide  whether  a comparable  survey  should 
be  amongst  the  material  submitted  to  the  Lund  delegates, 
covering  the  period  from  1938-52.  If  that  were  the  wish 
of  the  Commission,  he  suggested  that,  since  Bishop  Neill 
had  done  considerable  research  for  the  Ecumenical  History, 
he  should  be  invited  to  extend  his  survey  to  cover  the  two 
or  three  years  beyond  1948,  and  to  bring  the  Commission  a 
quite  short  survey  of  that  kind  for  distribution  as  another 
of  the  Faith  and  Order  papers.  Bishop  Neill’s  draft  chapter 
for  the  History  had  been  distributed  in  the  Commission  as 
evidence  of  the  research  he  had  already  done,  but  it  must 
be  clear  that  the  contribution  for  which  the  Commission  now 
asked  was  not  to  attempt  to  estimate  schemes,  but  simply 
to  be  a factual  survey. 

It  was  AGREED  to  ask  Bishop  Neill  to  write  a factual 
statement  on  unity  negotiations  between  1938  and  1952  in 
preparation  for  the  Lund  Conference,  and  that  the  statement 
be  published  as  a Faith  and  Order  paper. 

It  was  agreed  to  leave  the  Executive  Committee  discretion 
in  the  matter  of  other  publications  which  might  be  needed 
before  Lund. 


11.  RE-APPOINTMENT  OF  OFFICERS  AND 
COMMITTEES 

The  Secretary  said  that  this  matter  arose  because  of  the 
constitutional  point  that  the  Secretary  and  Associate  Secre- 
taries were  appointed  at  Baarn  for  three  years,  and  that  the 
same  applied  to  the  elected  and  coropted  members  of  the 
Executive  Committee.  (See  Faith  and  Order  constitution, 
§§  25,  27,  31.)  Since  the  present  officers  only  had  one  more 
year’s  life  in  any  case,  the  Commission  might  wish  to  re- 
appoint its  existing  officers,  including  the  members  of  the 
Executive  Committee,  but  they  had  complete  freedom  to 
make  any  changes. 

(a)  The  present  members  of  the  Executive  were  CON- 
FIRMED in  office. 

The  Chairman  pointed  out  that  the  Executive  was  definitely 
of  the  opinion  that  the  Theological  Commissions  still  existed, 
and  that  therefore  their  chairman  and  secretaries  were  still 
ex  officio  members  of  the  Executive. 
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The  Secretary  said  that  the  next  proposal  would  in  facT 
create  a vacancy.  The  members  of  the  Ways  of  Worship 
Commission  present  at  Clärens  had  met,  and  had  nominated 
Bishop  Stählin  as  Chairman  of  that  Commission;  it  now 
requested  confirmation  of  his  appointment  from  the  Com- 
mission on  Faith  and  Order. 

(b)  The  Commission  CONFIRMED  the  appointment  of 
Bishop  Stählin  as  chairman  of  the  Commission  on  Ways 
of  Worship. 

Bishop  Stählin  thus  became  an  ex  officio  member  of  the 
Executive,  and  there  occurred  a vacancy  among  the  elected 
members. 

Prebendary  Macdonald  proposed  Professor  Hartford,  and 
the  proposal  was  seconded.  Professor  Staehelin  proposed 
Professor  Schlink,  and  his  proposal  was  seconded. 

(c)  A vote  was  taken,  and  Professor  Schlink  was  ELECTED 
as  a member  of  the  Executive  Committee. 

(d)  Mr.  LeQuesne  asked  for  the  pleasure  of  proposing  the 
re-appointment  of  the  Chairman,  a proposal  which  was 
seconded  and  CARRIED  unanimously. 

The  Chairman  expressed  his  thanks,  and  explained  that 
he  did  not  feel  able  to  remain  in  office  after  the  Lund 
Conference. 

The  re-appointment  of  the  Vice-Chairmen  was  proposed, 
seconded  and  CARRIED. 

The  Secretary  explained  that  he,  being  the  head  of  a 
World  Council  department,  was  appointed  by  the  Central 
Committee  upon  the  nomination  of  the  Faith  and  Order 
Commission.  The  question  of  his  re-election  was  therefore 
also  before  the  meeting.  He  went  on  to  say  that  at  the  time 
of  his  appointment  at  Baarn  he  had  made  it  clear  that  he 
did  not  wish  to  continue  indefinitely  in  work  of  this  kind, 
as  he  believed  that  it  was  a great  source  of  strength  to  the 
movement  that  its  officers  should  either  continue  to  be 
occupied  in  practically  full-time  jobs  in  their  churches,  or 
be  replaced  from  time  to  time  by  men  coming  out  of  the 
ordinary  day  to  day  life  of  the  churches.  He  himself  would 
soon  have  completed  eight  years  of  work  with  the  World 
Council,  and  believed  that  he  should  continue  to  make  his 
contribution  to  the  ecumenical  movement  as  a parish  priest. 
He  would  therefore  ask  to  be  released  at  the  time  the  Central 
Committee  next  met  in  India  at  the  beginning  of  1953,  when 
his  successor  could  be  formally  appointed,  and  would  place 
his  resignation  before  the  Lund  Conference. 
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* Explorations  had  already  been  initiated  with  a view  to 
finding  a successor,  the  results  of  which  had  been  discussed 
by  the  Executive,  and  that  Committee  now  submitted  the 
following  resolution  to  the  Commission,  which  was 
APPROVED  by  the  Commission. 

(e)  That  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  instruct  the 
Executive  Committee  to  consider  the  staff  situation  as  it 
will  be  after  Lund  and  make  any  enquiries  that  may  be 
necessary  in  order  to  bring  nominations  before  the  Com- 
mission appointed  by  the  Lund  Conference. 

The  Commission  also  instructs  its  officers  to  ask  the 
Executive  Committee  of  the  World  Council  of  Churches 
to  take  the  necessary  steps  so  that,  subject  to  the  agree- 
ment of  the  new  Faith  and  Order  Commission  to  be 
appointed  at  Lund,  the  necessary  staff  members  will  be 
available  in  the  period  immediately  following  Lund. 

The  Chairman  said  that  this  was  the  proper  time  to  say 
how  very  highly  they  valued  the  services  rendered  by  their 
dear  friend  Oliver  Tomkins.  It  would  be  a real  calamity 
when  he  left,  but  it  had  to  happen  and  he  quite  understood 
the  weighty  reasons  which  had  brought  him  to  take  this  step. 

12.  REPORT  OF  THE  YOUTH  DELEGATION 

Mr.  Torgny  Bohlin  then  read  the  report  of  the  Youth 
Delegation  to  the  Commission  meeting.  He  said  they  were 
grateful  for  the  opportunity  of  presenting  the  report  and 
would  like  to  make  three  points: 

(1)  In  the  reports  and  during  the  discussions  of  the  conference 
there  had  been  mentioned  uniting  horizontal  lines  cutting  across  the 
borders  between  the  churches  as,  e.g.,  current  theological  and 
liturgical  trends  and  the  iay  movement.  The  delegation  would  also 
like  to  stress  another  horizontal  line,  the  one  of  modern  exegesife  in 
the  sense  given  in  the  report  on  the  Church.  This  line  seemed  to 
them  very  important,  since  it  brought  them  behind  the  historically 
developed  differences  to  a common  ground  of  biblical  thinking.  The 
de'egation  hoped  that  much  attention  would  be  given  to  that 
immense  biblical  ground  in  the  future  discussions  of  Faith  and  Order. 
In  doing  so  they  represented  a large  number  of  the  younger  genera- 
tion in  the  churches.  They  were  thankful  that  some  of  the  speakers 
at  the  conference  had  mentioned  this  natural  ecumenical  attitude  of 
the  younger  generation  in  the  churches  as  an  important  factor  in  the 
ecumenical  work.  There  were  horizontal  lines  of  biblical  depth 
uniting  the  young  people  of  the  divided  churches  which  gave  much 
hope  for  the  ecumenical  work  of  the  future. 

(2)  The  delegation  believed  that  this  was  a wonderful  time  for 
new  churches  to  be  born,  since  modern  exegetical  science  had  made 
the  first  days  of  the  Church  undivided  a more  living  reality  than 
ever.  They  wanted  to  express  the  hope  that  the  voice  of  the 
younger  churches  should  be  yet  more  clearly  heard  in  the  future  in 
the  Faith  and  Order  Movement. 

(3)  As  President  Van  Dusen  had  mentioned  in  his  letter,  the 
youthful  outlook  of  the  younger  churches  was  a parallel  to  the 
experience  of  the  free  churches  of  the  U.S.A.  This  factor  would 
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appear  to  need  more  serious  consideration  than  had  been  the  case  up 
to  now.  But  in  order  to  keep  the  right  ecumenical  balance  between 
Protestantism  and  Catholicism  the  delegation  believed  that  the 
Roman  form  of  Catholicism  should  also  very  seriously  be  taken  into 
account  alongside  the  Orthodox  and  the  Anglican  forms.  And  here 
again  modern  exegesis  was  beginning  to  cut  across  the  borders.  On 
this  biblical  ground,  there  seemed  to  be  a new  starting  point  for 
the  study  of  the  differences  between  the  churches.  Such  an  historical 
study  would  also  enrich  modern  exegesis  by  the  biblical  insights  of 
Catholic  and  Protestant  Fathers.  At  the  same  time  the  delegation 
thought  it  important  that  the  non-theological  factors  should  be 
more  fully  explored  in  explaining  how  the  dogmatic  differences  grew 
out  of  the  common  biblical  ground.  For  such  a study  gave 
hope  for  a new  growing  together  back  to  the  theological  thinking  of 
the  Bible. 

Although  realising  that  in  all  probability  the  delegation  were 
not  in  possession  of  all  the  factors  involved,  yet  the  delegation  felt 
that  the  whole  ecumenical  work  would  benefit  by  a fuller  integration 
of  Faith  and  Order  in  the  work  of  the  World  Council  of  Churches. 
They  knew  that  some  of  the  men  who  had  attended  Faith  and  Order 
meetings  and  conferences  for  a long  period  were  feeling  that  the 
movement  either  might  become,  as  was  said  in  one  of  the  sub- 
committees, a ‘ theological  museum  ’ or,  if  kept  alive,  might,  as 
was  also  said,  be  put  ‘ in  a corner  '.  The  delegation  believed  that 
in  all  ecumenical  work  the  theological  problems  in  the  background 
should  be  more  clearly  seen,  and  that  the  Faith  and  Order  outlook 
was  greatly  needed  in  all  activities  of  the  World  Council  of  Churches. 
They  represented  an  ecumenical  outlook  in  the  younger  generation 
and  iii  the  Church  to  come  which  had  very  much  to  learn  from 
the  older  generation  but  which  also  had  something  of  its  hopefulness 
and  ecumenical  enthusiasm  to  convey  to  it. 

Mr.  West  thanked  the  Commission,  on  behalf  of  the  youth 
delegation,  for  the  privilege  of  attending  its  meeting.  They 
had  learnt  a good  deal,  and  had  particularly  appreciated  the 
privilege  of  worshipping  together  in  the  chapel.  They  them- 
selves, although  their  voice  had  not  perhaps  been  heard  as 
much  as  it  ought,  at  what  was  in  large  measure  a business 
session,  had  not  been  entirely  inactive,  and  their  report  had 
been  completed  in  the  early  hours  of  the  morning.  They 
hoped  that  next  year  some  of  them  would  have  the  chance 
of  attending  the  Lund  Conference  and  were  grateful  for  the 
provision  of  20  places  for  youth.  They  also  appreciated  the 
provision  in  the  programme  of  a service  for  youth.  In  the 
months  that  remained  before  Lund,  they  would  do  their  best 
to  become  tri-lingual. 

The  Chairman  thanked  the  members  of  the  youth  delega- 
tion on  behalf  of  the  Commission,  and  said  it  had  been  a 
joy  to  have  them  present,  day  by  day.  All  members  of  the 
Commission  would  surely  agree  that  the  voice  of  youth  was 
very  important  to-day  and  must  be  taken  seriously.  The 
members  of  the  Commission  knew  that  their  time  would  soon 
be  past  and  looked  forward  to  those  who  would  continue  the 
work  and  hoped  that  they  would  do  it  better  than  it  had 
hitherto  been  done.  He  again  thanked  the  youth  delegation 
and  said  that  the  report  would  appear  in  the  formal  minutes. 
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13.  STATEMENT  ON  THE  TRAVANCORE  WORLD 

CONFERENCE  OF  CHRISTIAN  YOUTH 

Mr.  K.  M.  Simon  said  that  he  was  speaking,  not  as  a 
member  of  his  church,  but  as  the  organizing  secretary  of  the 
World  Conference  of  Christian  Youth  to  be  held  in  Tra van- 
core  in  1952,  in  succession  to  those  held  at  Amsterdam  in 
1939  and  at  Oslo  in  1947.  Like  them,  it  was  jointly  spon- 
sored by  the  World  Council,  the  I.M.C.,  the  World’s 
Y.M.C.A.  and  Y.W.C.A.,  the  W.S.C.F.  and  the  World 
Sunday  School  Association.  It  was  planned  to  have  300 
delegates,  in  contrast  to  the  1,000  who  attended  Amsterdam, 
so  that  it  should  be,  not  just  a mass  meeting  providing  an 
ecumenical  experience,  but  a working  conference.  They 
were  convinced,  too,  that  what  was  (taking  place  in  the 
East  to-day  was  of  such  importance  for  the  future  that  the 
conference  must  be  held  in  an  oriental  setting. 

Mr.  Simon  went  on  to  describe  in  some  detail  the  proposed 
programme  and  plans  for  worship.  There  would  not  be  an 
official  communion  service,  but  official  conference  services 
would  be  held,  and  also  communion  services  of  the  Orthodox 
Church,  the  Mar  Thoma  Syrian  Church,  and  the  Church  of 
South  India.  He  hoped  that  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the 
Central  Committee  would  also  be  meeting  in  India  that  winter, 
the  youth  conference  would  have  the  chance  of  the  right  type 
of  leadership. 

14.  LUND  LOCAL  ARRANGEMENTS  COMMITTEE 

The  Chairman  thanked  Dr.  Schlyter,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Local  Arrangements  Committee  which  had  been  formed  in 
Lund  by  Bishop  Nygren  following  the  February  meeting  of 
the  Faith  and  Order  Executive,  for  all  the  helpful  information 
which  he  had  given,  in  the  various  sub-committees,  on  matters 
bearing  on  their  discussions.  The  Archbishop  himself  or 
Pastor  Werner  would  be  glad  to  answer  any  further  questions 
members  wished  to  ask  regarding  the  local  problems  of  Lund. 

15.  CLOSING  BUSINESS 

Next  Meeting 

The  Secretary  said  that  it  was  not  possible  for  the  Com- 
mission to  meet  again  before  the  Lund  Conference.  At 
Lausanne  and  at  Edinburgh  such  members  of  the  Com- 
mission who  had  been  appointed  delegates  by  their  churches 
had  met  on  the  eve  of  the  conference,  but  if  there  was  no 
clear  reason  for  this,  there  was  no  business  under  point  13 
of  the  agenda. 

The  Chairman  thought  the  Executive  Committee  should  be 
given  enlarged  powers  on  the  understanding  that  the  Com- 
mission could  not  meet  again  before  Lund. 
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Expressions  of  Thanks 

Dr.  Hodgson  then  expressed  appreciation  and  gratitude  to 
the  Chairman  of  the  Commission  for  presiding  at  the  meeting. 
He  also  thanked  the  authorities  of  St.  George’s  School  for 
their  hospitality,  and  the  secretarial  staff  who  had  been  taking 
the  minutes  and  looking  after  the  members  so  well. 

The  Chairman  expressed  his  deep  gratitude  to  all  the 
members  for  their  kindness.  It  had  been,  as  always,  a 
remarkable  experience  to  occupy  the  chair  at  a meeting  of 
the  Faith  and  Order  Commission.  He  wished  that  he  could 
thank  his  dear  friends  and  colleagues  more  eloquently  for  all 
their  support.  He  wished  to  say  thank  you  particularly  to 
the  chairmen  and  secretaries  of  the  Commissions  who,  in  this 
meeting  and  before  it,  had  borne  so  heavy  a burden  of  work. 
He  did  not  feel  competent  to  give  a closing  address  of  a formal 
kind,  and  was  sure  that  the  Commission  did  not  expect  that, 
especially  at  the  end  of  a very  long  day  when  the  English 
words  had  an  irritating  way  of  disappearing  when  they  were 
most  wanted.  But  he  was  sure  everyone  felt  that  this  was  a 
moment  of  rather  peculiar  and  moving  character  because,  as 
far  as  could  now  be  seen,  this  Commission  had  reached  the 
end  of  the  last  meeting  that  would  be  held,  and  that  group 
of  people  who  once  formed  the  Continuation  Committee  of 
the  Edinburgh  Conference,  and  which  had  now  become  the 
Faith  and  Order  Commission  of  the  World  Council,  would 
not  meet  again.  He  hoped  that  many  would  meet  again  at 
Lund,  but  that  could  not  be  the  case  with  all,  and  it  was 
with  sincere  regret  and  with  very  warm  feelings  of  sympathy 
that  he  thought  of  those  who  would  not  be  present  at  Lund. 
It  should  not  be  forgotten  that  before  the  Lund  Conference 
met  it  was  probable  that  some  might  not  any  longer  belong 
to  the  ranks  of  the  Church  Militant  here  on  earth.  In  the 
days  of  the  meeting  all  had  been  as  it  were  members  of  one 
family  and  he  might  say,  a happy  family,  living  together  and 
working  together  and  getting  to  know  one  another  better  day 
by  day.  He  hoped  that  a similar  atmosphere  would  always 
prevail  whenever  a Commission  on  Faith  and  Order  met  in 
future  times.  Now  the  thoughts  and  prayers  of  all  would  go 
forward  to  that  conference  which  had  been  planned  for  and 
prayed  for  for  so  long.  It  was  the  sincere  hope  of  all  that 
the  Lund  Conference  would  really  be  what  it  should  be,  and 
that  it  should,  at  least  in  some  measure,  fulfil  the  expectations 
which  were  in  the  minds  of  those  present.  It  was  earnestly 
hoped  that  the  conference  would  not  be  just  another  con- 
ference which  would  have  a programme  that  would  be  carried 
through  in  more  or  less  favourable  circumstances,  but  that  it 
would  really  mean  something  in  the  history  of  the  Church 
and  of  the  unity  movement;  that  it  would  mean  a real  step 
forward  towards  that  goal,  which  might  perhaps  seem  always 
to  be  receding  as  the  years  passed,  but  which  it  was  our 
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duty  always  to  keep  in  mind  and  to  seek  after.  It  was  to 
be  hoped  that  the  vision  which  was  behind  all  the  work  of 
the  Faith  and  Order  Movement  would  become  during  the  days 
of  the  conference  more  living,  more  clear  and  more  real  to 
everyone.  It  was  necessary  to  prepare  oneself  for  the  con- 
ference by  prayer,  study  and  meditation.  Each  one  would 
''  also  have  to  do  what  he  could  in  his  own  place  to  prepare 
others  in  his  own  country  and  church  so  that  the  minds  of 
all  Christians  in  all  parts  of  the  Christian  world  might  be 
centred  upon  the  conference. 

The  final  act  of  the  meeting  would  be  in  the  chapel  at 
evening  prayer,  and  he  therefore  would  now  adjourn  the 
meeting  with  the  words:  ‘God  bless  you  alT. 

WORSHIP  DURING  THE  COMMISSION  MEETING 

Prayers  for  the  whole  company  were  held  each  morning  and 
evening  in  the  School  Chapel.  The  morning  devotions  were 
conducted  by  Pastor  Westphal,  Professor  Schlink  and  Arch- 
bishop Athenagoras,  and  those  in  the  evening  by  Archbishop 
Brilioth,  Bishop  Holt  and  Dr.  Manikam. 

On  Thursday,  August  16th,  Dr.  Angus  Dun,  Bishop  of 
Washington,  celebrated  the  Holy  Communion,  and  all  mem- 
bers of  .the  conference  were  invited  to  be  present  and,  if  they 
wished,  to  partake  of  the  Sacrament.  On  Friday,  August 
17th,  the  Holy  Orthodox  Liturgy  was  celebrated  by  His  Grace 
Athenagoras,  Metropolitan  of  Thyateira,  and  all  members  of 
the  conference  were  invited  to  be  present  and  to  join  in  the 
prayers. 
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MINUTES  OF  MEETING  OF  THE  EXECUTIVE  COM- 
MITTEE  OF  THE  FAITH  AND  ORDER  COMMISSION, 
held  at  St.  George’s  School,  Clärens,  Switzerland,  on  August 
13th,  14th  and  17th,  1951. 

Present  : Archbishop  Yngve  Brilioth  (in  the  chair) , 
Professor  H.  Alivisatos,  Professor  Donald  Baillie,  Bishop 
Angus  Dun,  Dr.  E.  Emmen,  Dr.  Newton  Flew,  Dr.  W.  J. 
Gallagher,  Professor  E.  Staehelin  and  Pastor  W.  Vos. 

The  following  staff  members  were  present:  Dr.  Visser  't 
Hooft,  Dr.  L.  Hodgson,  Dr.  Floyd  W.  Tomkins  and  the 
Rev.  0.  S.  Tomkins. 

Dr.  John  Marsh,  Pastor  Pierre  Maury  (in  place  of  Dr. 
Boegner),  Canon  Kenneth  Riches,  Professor  K.  Skydsgaard 
and  Bishop  Stählin  were  present  on  August  14th  and  17th 
only;  Dr.  H.  Asmussen,  Professor  R.  R.  Hartford  and 
Professor  E.  Schlink  on  August  17th  only. 

Apologies  : These  had  been  received  from  Dr.  M.  E. 
Aubrey,  Dr.  Marc  Boegner,  Dean  C.  T.  Craig,  Bishop 
Fuglsang-Damgaard,  Dr.  Douglas  Horton,  the  Rev.  D.  T. 
Niles  and  Dr.  A.  R.  Wentz. 

1.  MINUTES 

The  minutes  of  the  last  meeting  of  the  Executive  Com- 
mittee, held  at  Bièvres,  France,  in  February,  1951,  which 
had  been  circulated  previously  to  the  members,  were  approved 
and  signed  by  the  Chairman. 

2.  VACANCIES 

a.  Death  of  Archbishop  Germanos  of  Thyateira 

It  was  proposed  by  Dr.  Flew  and  seconded  by  Bishop  Dun 
that  the  Executive  Committee  recommend  to  the  Commission 
that  Archb:shop  Athenagoras  of  Thyateira  become  a member 
of  the  Commission  in  place  of  the  late  Archbishop  Germanos. 
This  was  agreed. 

b.  Resignation  of  Baron  van  Boetzelaer  van  Dubbeldam 

It  was  agreed  to  ask  the  Commission  to  appoint  Dr.  E. 
Emmen  to  fill  the  vacancy  on  the  Executive  Committee  caused 
by  the  resignation  of  Baron  van  Boetzelaer. 

3.  COMMISSION  AGENDA 

The  Committee  spent  much  time  in  discussing  the  manner 
of  presenting  the  business  on  the  agenda  of  the  Commission, 
and  agreed  upon  the  names  of  those  who  would  introduce 
the  various  items,  and  of  the  chairmen  and  members  of  sub- 
committees; upon  minor  changes  in  the  draft  budgets;  and 
upon  other  details  of  procedure  for  the  Commission  meeting. 
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4.  STAFF 

After  a general  discussion  on  the  staff  situation,  the 
Executive  agreed  the  resolution  put  forward  to  the  Com- 
mission and  recorded  in  item  n(e)  of  the  minutes  of  that 
body  (q.v.,  p.  68). 

5.  MEMBERSHIP 

As  its  first  business  on  August  17th,  the  Committee 
welcomed  Professor  Schlink  as  the  newly  elected  member, 
and  proceeded  to  co-opt  Professor  Hartford. 

6.  SUB-COMMITTEE  ON  WORSHIP  AT  LUND 

It  was  agreed  that  this  sub-committee  (see  minutes  of 
Commission,  p.  60),  should  meet  at  the  Theological  College, 
Cuddesdon,  near  Oxford,  England,  from  January  28th  to 
29th,  1952. 

7.  DATE  OF  NEXT  MEETING 

The  Committee  agreed  that  the  next  Executive  be  held, 
in  or  near  London,  from  the  evening  of  Wednesday,  January 
30th,  until  the  evening  of  Friday,  February  ist,  1952. 
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LISTE  DES  RESOLUTIONS  DE  LA  COMMISSION  DE 
FOI  ET  CONSTITUTION 


2.  Procès-verbal 

Le  procès-verbal  de  la  session  de  la  Commission,  tenue  à 
Chichester  en  1949,  après  avoir  circulé  parmi  les  membres, 
a été  approuvé  et  signé  par  le  Président. 

3.  Démissions  et  élections 

La  Commission  a convenu  de  faire  appel  à l'archevêque 
Athenagoras  de  Thyatire  pour  occuper  la  place  laissée  vacante 
à la  Commission  par  le  décès  de  l'archevêque  Germanos,  et 
d'inviter  l'archevêque  Athenagoras  à remplacer  le  défunt  dans 
ses  fonctions  de  vice-président  de  la  Commission  de  Foi  et 
Constitution. 

La  Commission  a convenu  de  nommer  à la  Commission  : 

Le  Dr.  Emmen,  en  remplacement  du  Baron  van 
Boetzelaer; 

Le  Directeur  Gordon  Robinson,  de  l'Union  congrégation- 
aliste  d'Angleterre  et  du  Pays  de  Galles,  en  remplace- 
ment de  feu  Dr.  Albert  Peel; 

Asmy  Bey  Nawar  du  patriarcat  copte,  en  remplacement 
de  feu  Père  Luka. 

4.  Les  rapports  du  Secrétaire,  du  Secrétaire  pour  les  questions 
théologiques  et  du  Secrétaire  associé  aux  U. S. A.  ont  été  reçus 
par  la  Commission. 

5.  Les  rapports  des  Commission  théologiques  ont  été  reçus  par 
la  Commission. 

La  résolution  suivante  a été  approuvée:  Que  la  Commis- 
sion de  Foi  et  Constitution  autorise  le  sous-comité  pour  la  vie 
spirituelle,  établi  par  la  Commission  théologique  sur  les 
diverses  formes  de  Culte,  à poursuivre  son  activité  jusqu’à 
la  Conférence  de  Lund,  et  qu'il  donne  ordre  à l'Exécutif  de 
prendre  les  mesures  financières  requises  selon  le  budget 
actuel. 

6.  Rapports  des  sous-comités 

La  résolution  suivante  a été  approuvée  : Que  le  rapport  du 
sous-comité  I soit  accepté.  Que  la  Commission  n’estime  pas 
devoir  faire  à son  propos  de  recommandation  précise  à la 
Conférence  de  Lund,  mais  qu’elle  renvoie  ce  rapport,  ainsi 
que  la  proposition  faite  par  M.  Visser  't  Hooft  et  le  compte 
rendu  de  la  discussion  tenue  ici-même,  devant  le  Comité 
exécutif  afin  qu’il  prenne  ces  textes  en  considération  dans  la 
préparation  de  la  Conférence  de  Lund. 
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Les  rapports  des  sous-comités  chargés  du  Programme  de 
la  Conférence  de  Lund,  des  Cultes  à la  Conférence  de  Lund, 
et  des  Invitations  à la  Conférence  de  Lund,  ont  été  reçus  par 
la  Commission. 

La  Commission  a résolu  de  former  un  comité  réduit  chargé 
de  considérer  de  plus  près  la  question  des  cultes  à la  Con- 
férence de  Lund.  Les  noms  qui  suivent,  proposés  par  le 
sous-comité  des  Cultes,  ont  été  agréés  par  la  Commission  : 

Chanoine  Riches,  Président 
Doyen  Craig 
Dr.  Emmen 
Evêque  Stählin 
Pasteur  Werner 

7.  Marche  de  l’étude  des  facteurs  non-théologiques 

La  Commission  a approuvé  la  résolution  suivante:  Que  la 
Commission  approuve  les  démarches  faites  en  vue  d'une 
conférence  sur  les  facteurs  non-théologiques,  conjointement 
avec  l’Institut  oecuménique,  et  qu'elle  autorise  son  Secrétaire 
à poursuivre  ses  plans  en  prévoyant  qu'un  rapport  préparé 
par  cette  conférence  sera  remis  aux  délégués  à la  Conférence 
de  Lund. 

8.  La  résolution  suivante  a été  approuvée:  Que  la  Commission, 
ayant  pris  connaissance  avec  intérêt  des  plans  faits  en  vue 
d'une  consultation  non-officielle  de  représentants  des  endroits, 
où  des  négotiations  en  vue  de  l’unité  des  églises  se  poursui- 
vent, autorise  le  Secrétaire  à prendre  toutes  dispositions 
nécessaires  à assurer  le  succès  de  cette  consultation.  De  plus, 
la  Commission  invite  le  Secrétaire  à prendre  conseil  des 
personnes  dont  les  noms  suivent  pour  les  arrangements  qui 
restent  à faire: 


Dr.  R.  B.  Manikam 
Rév.  D.  T.  Niles 
Rév.  IL  R.  T.  Brandreth 
Dr.  W.  J.  Gallagher 

9.  Les  budgets  des  bureaux  d’Europe  et  d’Amérique  de  la 
Commission  de  Foi  et  Constitution,  ainsi  que  le  budget  pour 
la  Conférence  de  Lund,  ont  été  approuvés. 

10.  Il  a été  décidé  de  publier  le  rapport  de  la  conférence  sur 
les  facteurs  non-théologiques  sous  la  forme  d’un  des  cahiers 
de  la  Commission,  pour  la  préparation  de  Lund. 

Il  a été  convenu  de  demander  à l’évêque  Neill  de  préparer, 
en  vue  de  la  Conférence  de  Lund,  une  relation  des  négocia- 
tions pour  l’unité  qui  se  sont  déroulées  entre  1938  et  1952. 
Ce  rapport  constituera  un  des  cahiers  publiés  par  la 
Commission. 
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Il  a été  convenu  de  laisser  le  Comité  exécutif  juge  des  autres 
publications  qui  pourraient  être  nécessaires  avant  Lund. 

il.  Nomminations 

Les  membres  actuels  de  l’Exécutif  ont  été  confirmés  dans 
leur  charge. 

La  Commission  a confirmé  la  nommination  de  l’évêque 
Stählin  en  tant  que  président  de  la  Commission  théologique 
sur  les  diverses  formes  de  Culte. 

Le  Professeur  Schlink  a été  élu  membre  du  Comité 
exécutif. 

La  réélection  du  Président  et  des  Vice-Présidents  a été 
proposée  et  unanimement  votée. 

La  résolution  suivante  a été  approuvée:  Que  la  Commission 
de  Foi  et  Constitution  donne  mandat  au  Comité  exécutif 
d’examiner  la  situation  du  personnel  de  bureau  après  Lund, 
et  de  faire  toutes  enquêtes  utiles  en  vue  de  soumettre  des 
noms  à l’agrément  de  la  Commission  nommée  par  la  Con- 
férence de  Lund.  La  Commission  a également  chargé  ses 
directeurs  de  demander  au  Comité  exécutif  du  Conseil 
oecuménique  des  Eglises  de  prendre  les  dispositions  per- 
mettant d’avoir  le  personnel  nécessaire  immédiatement  après 
Lund.  Ceci,  bien  entendu,  restant  sujet  à l’approbation  de 
la  nouvelle  Commission  de  Foi  et  Constitution  qui  sera 
nommée  à Lund. 


ZUSAMMENFASSUNG  DER  ENTSCHLIESSUNGEN 
DER  KOMMISSION  FÜR  GLAUBEN  UND 
KIRCHENVERFASSUNG,  1951 

2.  Sitzungsbericht  : 

Das  vor  kurzem  den  Mitgliedern  der  Kommission  zugeleitete 
Protokoll  über  die  Tagung  der  Kommission,  die  1949  in 
Chichester  abgehalten  wurde,  wird  genehmigt  und  vom 
Vorsitzenden  unterzeichnet. 

3.  Rücktritte  und  Neuwahlen  : 

Die  Kommission  stimmte  der  Wahl  von  Erzbischof 
Athenagoras  von  Thyateira  zum  Nachfolger  des  verstorbenen 
Erzbischofs  Germanos  zu;  sie  richtete  an  Erzbischof 
Athenagoras  die  Aufforderung,  Vize-Präsident  der  Kommis- 
sion für  Glauben  und  Kirchenverfassung  an  Stelle  von 
Erzbischof  Germanos  zu  werden. 

Die  Kommission  stimmte  folgenden  Ernennungen  zu  : 

Dr.  Emmen,  als  Nachfolger  von  Baron  van  Boetzelaer 
Prinzipal  Gordon  Robinson  von  der  “ Congregational 
Union  of  England  and  Wales  ” als  Nachfolger  des 
verstorbenen  Dr.  Albert  Peel 
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Asmy  Bey  Nawar,  der  dem  koptischen  Patriarchat 
angehört,  anstelle  des  verstorbenen  Vater  Luka. 

4.  Die  Berichte  des  Sekretärs,  des  Theologischen  Sekretärs 
und  des  Beigeordneten  Sekretärs  in  den  U.S.A.  wurden  von 
der  Kommission  entgegengenommen. 

5.  Die  Berichte  der  Theologischen  Kommission  werden  von 
der  Kommission  entgegengenommen. 

Folgende  Resolution  wurde  erlassen:  Die  Kommission  für 
Glauben  und  Kirchenverfassung  ermächtigt  den  von  der 
‘ Theologischen  Kommission  zum  Studium  der  Formen  des 
Gottesdienstes  ’ ins  Leben  gerufenen  ' Unterausschuss  zum 
Studium  des  Glaubenslebens  ' bis  zur  Konferenz  in  Lund  in 
seiner  Tätigkeit  fortzufahren.  Die  Kommission  für  Glauben 
und  Kirchen  Verfassung  gibt  ihrer  Exekutive  die  Anweisung, 
in  dem  bestehenden  Budget  die  hierfür  erforderlichen 
Geldmittel  vorzusehen. 


6.  Berichte  der  Unterausschüsse  : 

Es  wird  beschlossen,  den  Bericht  des  Unterausschusses  I 
anzunehmen.  Die  Kommission  sieht  sich  nicht  in  der  Lage, 
der  Lunder  Konferenz  irgendwelche  endgültigen  Empfehlun- 
gen auf  der  Grundlage  dieses  Berichtes  zu  unterbreiten, 
sondern  legt  ihn,  zusammen  mit  dem  Vorschlag  von  Dr. 
Visser  *t  Hooft  und  einer  Niederschrift  über  die  Diskussion, 
wie  sie  hier  stattgefunden  hat,  dem  Exekutiv-Ausschuss  im 
Hinblick  auf  die  Vorbereitungen  zur  Konferenz  in  Lund  zur 
Erwägung  vor. 

Die  Berichte  der  Unterausschüsse,  die  für  den  Verlauf  der 
Lunder  Konferenz,  die  Durchführung  der  Gottesdienste  und 
für  die  Einladungen  verantwortlich  waren,  wurden  von  der 
Kommission  entgegengenommen. 

Die  Kommission  beschloss  ferner,  einen  kleinen  Ausschuss 
zu  ernennen,  der  sich  eingehender  mit  den  gottesdienstlichen 
Veranstaltungen  auf  der  Konferenz  in  Lund  abgeben  wird. 
Die  von  dem  ‘ Unterausschuss  für  gottesdienstliche  Veranstal- 
tungen ’ vorgeschlagenen  nachstehenden  Persönlichkeiten 
wurden  von  der  Kommission  genehmigt  : 

Canon  Riehes,  Vorsitzender 
Dekan  Craig 
Dr.  Emmen 
Bischof  Stählin 
Pastor  Werner 
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7.  Weiterführung  der  Studien  über  nichttheologische 
Faktoren  : 

Die  Kommission  genehmigte  folgenden  Beschluss:  Die 
Kommission  billigt  die  Massnahmen,  welche  bereits  unter- 
nommen wurden,  um  in  Verbindung  mit  dem  Oekumenischen 
Institut  des  Weltkirchenrats  eine  Konferenz  über  nicht- 
theologische Faktoren  einzuberufen.  Sie  ermächtigt  den 
Sekretär,  mit  den  Arbeiten  fortzufahren,  auf  Grund  derer  die 
Konferenz  ihren  Bericht  abfassen  wird  und  den  Delegierten 
in  Lund  vorlegt. 

S.  Folgender  Beschluss  wurde  gefasst:  Die  Kommission  nimmt 
mit  Interesse  Kenntnis  von  den  Plänen  für  eine  zwanglose 
Beratung  von  Vertretern  aus  den  verschiedenen  Gebieten,  wo 
kirchliche  Einigungsbestrebungen  im  Gange  sind,  und  gibt 
dem  Sekretär  Vollmacht,  sich  mit  diesen  Fragen  zu  befassen, 
die  notwendige  Zeit  hierfür  aufzuwenden  und  die 
entsprechenden  Schritte  zu  ergreifen,  um  den  erfolgreichen 
Verlauf  einer  solchen  Konferenz  zu  gewährleisten.  Die 
Kommission  schlägt  weiter  vor,  dass  der  Sekretär  eine 
beratende  Gruppe  ins  Leben  ruft,  die  aus  den  nachstehenden 
Persönlichkeiten  besteht  und  sich  mit  den  verbleibenden 
Vorbereitungsmassnahmen  zu  befassen  haben  wird  : 

Dr.  R.  B.  Manikam 
Rev.  D.  T.  Niles 
Dr.  H.  R.  T.  Brandreth 
Dr.  W.  J.  Gallagher 

9.  Die  Budgets  für  das  europäische  und  das  amerikanische 
Büro  der  Kommission  für  Glauben  und  Kirchenverfassung 
sowie  das  vorläufig  aufgestellte  Budget  für  Lund  wurden 
genehmigt. 

10.  Man  war  sich  einig,  dass  der  Bericht  der  Konferenz 
über  nichttheologische  Faktoren  als  eine  Veröffentlichung  der 
‘ Faith  and  Order  ’ Kommission,  und  zwar  in  Vorbereitung 
der  Konferenz  in  Lund,  erscheinen  soll. 

Darüber  hinaus  wurde  Bischof  Neill  gebeten,  einen 
Tatsachenbericht  über  die  Einigungsverhandlungen  zwischen 
1:938-52  zu  schreiben,  der  gleichfalls  als  eine  Abhandlung  der 
Kommission  im  Hinblick  auf  Lund  veröffentlicht  wird. 

Dem  Exekutiv-Ausschuss  wird  freie  Hand  gelassen 
bezüglich  der  Veröffentlichung  anderer  Dokumente,  die  für 
Lund  benötigt  werden  könnten. 

11.  Wiederernennung  von  Mitarbeitern  und  Ausschüssen  : 

Die  gegenwärtigen  Mitglieder  der  Exekutive  wurden  im  » 
Amt  bestätigt.  Die  Kommission  bestätigte  die  Ernennung 
Bischof  Stählins  als  Vorsitzenden  der  ‘ Theologischen 
Kommission  zum  Studium  der  Formen  des  Gottesdienstes  \ 
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Prof.  Schiink  wurde  zum  Mitglied  der  Exekutive  gewählt. 

Die  Wiederernennung  des  Präsidenten  und  der  Vize- 
präsidenten wurde  vorgeschlagen  und  einstimmig  ange- 
nommen: 

Es  wurde  beschlossen  : Die  Kommission  für  Glauben  und 
Kirchenverfassung  beauftragt  die  Exekutive,  sich  über  den 
Mitarbeiterstab,  wie  er  nach  Lund  zusammengesetzt  sein  soll, 
klar  zu  werden,  und  alle  erforderlichen  Ermittlungen  anzus- 
tellen, um  entsprechende  Nominierungen  der  von  der  Lunder 
Konferenz  ernannten  Kommission  vorzutragen.  Ferner  weist 
die  Kommission  ihre  Mitglieder  an,  das  Exekutive-Komitee 
des  Oekumenischen  Rates  der  Kirchen  über  die  zu 
ergreifenden  Massnahmen  zu  verständigen,  damit,  vorbehalt- 
lich des  Einverständnisses  der  in  Lund  neu  zu  ernennenden 
Kommission  für  Glauben  und  Kirchenverfassung  in  der 
unmittelbar  auf  Lund  folgenden  Zeit  die  entsprechenden 
Mitarbeiter  zur  Verfügung  stehen  werden. 
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APPENDICES 


Appendices  I to  IV  reproduce  papers  which  were  circulated 
in  advance  for  the  consideration  of  the  Commission. 

Appendix  I 

THE  STRUCTURE  OF  THE  COMMISSION  ON  FAITH  AND 
ORDER  AFTER  1952 

1.  Part  ol  the  work  of  the  Commission  meeting  in  August,  1951, 
should  be  to  prepare  for  the  delegates  to  the  Conference  at  Lund  a 
memorandum  on  the  structure  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission 
as  it  should  be  envisaged  from  the  time  of  that  Conference  at  least 
until  the  Second  Assembly  of  the  World  Council  of  Churches 
(probably  to  be  heM  at  Evanston,  U.S.A.,  in  1954)  "and  possibly 
thereafter.  This  subject  has  twice  been  discussed  in  the  Faith  and 
Order  Executive  Committee,  and  once,  rather  briefly,  in  the 
Executive  of  the  World  Council  of  Churches.  The  following  memor- 
andum has  been  prepared  by  the  Secretary  of  Faith  and  Order,  on 
the  basis  of  notes  taken  at  these  previous  discussions,  and  sent  to 
the  Executives  of  Faith  and  Order  and  W.C.C.  Central  Committee. 
In  the  light  of  their  comments  it  has  been  revised  and  is  now' 
presented  as  from  the  Faith  and  Order  Executive  for  discussion  at 
the  full  meeting  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  at  Clärens  in 
August  (in  pursuance  of  a minute  of  the  Executive  at  Bièvres  in 
September,  1950;  qv.  p.  14)  and,  as  part  of  the  Faith  and  Order 
Secretary's  report,  for  information  to  the  Central  Committee. 

2.  Faith  and  Order  is  an  integral  part  of  the  World  Council  of 
Churches.  As  one  of  the  two  main  traditions  coalescing  to  form 
the  Council,  it  was  agreed  in  1937  that  the  Faith  and  Order  move- 
ment should  enter  into  the  new  Council  through  the  Edinburgh 
Conference  Continuation  Committee  being  ‘ in  the  first  instance,  the 
Council’s  Commiss:on  on  Faith  and  Order  ’ (see  Edinburgh  Report, 
p.  271).  At  that  stage,  this  was  deemed  to  be  the  best  method 
w'hereby  the  distinctive  traditions  and  responsibilities  of  Faith  and 
Order  cou  d be  carried  forward  into  the  wider  movement.  The  sole 
purpose  of  our  present  discussion  is  to  discover  how  Faith  and  Order 
can  continue  most  effectively  to  discharge  its  central  and  unique 
function  within  the  whole  framework  of  the  Council. 

3.  In  the  Constitution  drawn  up  for  Faith  and  Order  at  the  time 
of  the  Amsterdam  Assembly  (see  Minutes  of  the  Baarn  meeting  of  the 
Commission,  1948,  pp.  67  ff.)  the  duties  of  the  Commission  are 
defined  in  Article  3 as  follows  : — 

‘(i)  To  make  a thorough  study  of  those  differences  in  the  faith 
and  order  of  the  churches  which  are  obstacles  to  their  full 
unity,  and  of  the  possible  ways  to  overcome  these  differ- 
ences, this  task  to  be  carried  out  through  the  work  of 
theological  commissions  as  hereafter  provided  which  shall 
prepare  material  to  be  submitted  to  World  Conferences  on 
Faith  and  Order. 

(ii)  To  proclaim  the  essential  oneness  of  the  Church  of  Christ 
and  the  obligation  of  the  churches  to  manifest  that  unity 
so  that  they  may  not  only  work  together,  but  live  together 
as  members  of  the  one  Body  of  Christ;  and  to  keep  the 
churches  fully  informed  of  all  developments  relating  to  the 
union  of  churches  in  all  parts  of  the  world. 

(iii)  To  inform  the  Council  when  in  the  judgment  of  the  Com- 
mission its  studies  have  reached  a point  where  the  churches 
should  be  invited*  to  send  chosen  representatives  to 
consider  them  at  a World  Conference  on  Faith  and  Order 
specially  convened  for  that  purpose.' 
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4-  The  present  Constitution  throughout  presupposes  the 
traditional  pattern  of  the  Faith  and  Order  movement  as  the  most 
effective  still  for  its  particular  purpose;  viz.  periodic  ‘ World 
Conferences  linked  together  by  a Commission  (formerly  the  ‘ Con- 
tinuation Committee  ’)  appointing  theological  commissions  on  par- 
ticular subjects  and  authorized  to  initiate  the  calling  of  a further 
World  Conference  when  the  studies  have  reached  a point  at  which 
they  should  be  submitted  to  delegates  from  the  churches.  This 
pattern  was  carried  over  from  the  days  of  Faith  and  Order  indepen- 
dence into  its  present  stage  as  a Commission  of  the  World  Council 
of  Churches,  and  the  Lund  Conference  is  being  called  as  the  third 
in  the  series  of  World  Conferences  on  Faith  and  Order. 

5.  Some  may  consider  that  this  is  still  the  most  effective  way 
of  discharging  our  responsibilities.  For  purposes  of  discussion,  let 
the  continuance  of  the  traditional  pattern  be  called  Plan  A. 

6.  Against  its  continuance,  some  have  urged:  — 

(a)  that  it  imposes  too  severe  a strain  on  the  man-power  and 
finances  of  the  constituent  churches  to  expect  attendance  at 
two  series  of  World  Conferences,  those  of  Faith  and  Order 
and  the  Assemblies  of  the  World  Council. 

(b)  that  many  of  the  purposes  formerly  served  by  Faith  and 
Order  world  conferences  are  now  served  by  the  churches 
sending  their  official  delegates  to  meet  each  other  in  the 
Assemblies  of  the  World  Council  of  Churches  and  that 
separate  conferences  lead  to  confusion  in  the  minds  of 
church  members. 

(c)  that  the  Continuation  Committee  (a  body  to-day  of  172 
members)  is  too  large  for  the  Churches  to  support  in 
addition  to  all  the  other  agencies  of  the  World  Council  to 
which  they  are  expected  to  pay  the  expenses  of  their 
delegates. 

(d)  that  the  studies  of  the  various  theological  commissions  do 
not  necessarily  mature  at  the  same  time;  some  may  be 
rushed,  others  may  miss  the  moment  of  their  greatest 
relevance  by  having  to  report  at  a fixed  time  for  a world 
conference. 

(e)  that  the  technique  of  presenting  Reports  for  consideration 
by  delegates  to  a world  conference  is  not  always  the  best 
method  of  ensuring  that  the  content  of  the  Reports  is  most 
effectively  communicated  to  the  churches. 

7.  In  comment  on  each  of  these  points  it  may  be  observed:  — 

(a)  that  the  World  Council  of  Churches  is  itself  re-considering 
whether  the  five-year  interval  between  Assemblies,  en- 
visaged in  its  original  Constitution,  is  not  too  short,  and 
whether  there  should  not  be  some  agreed  period  of  alterna- 
tion with  the  world  meetings  of  the  International  Missionary 
Council. 

(b)  that  World  Council  Assemblies  will  always  (as  they  did  at 
Amsterdam)  devote  a serious  proportion  of  the  programme 
to  dealing  with  Faith  and  Order  matters. 

In  relation  to  both  (a)  and  (b),  some  modification  of  Faith  and 
Order  custom  has  already  been  made  by  reducing  the  size  of  the 
Lund  Conference  from  450  to  about  25»  delegates  and  by  suggesting 
that  they  should  be  * theologians  and  others  competent  to  make  a 
real  contribution  to  the  discussion.  . . .’ 
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(c)  that  although  the  Continuation  Committee  was  made  so 
large  with  a view  to  being  representative,  it  has  in  fact 
been  rather  unrepresentative  in  that  the  average  attendance 
at  such  meetings  as  could  be  held  from  1938  to  1950  was 
around  40  members  (or  their  designated  substitutes),  heavily- 
weighted  in  favour  of  the  European  members,  who  had  not 
so  far  to  travel  since  all  the  meetings  were  held  in  Europe. 

(d)  that  the  interferences  of  war  played  havoc  with  the  Edin- 
burgh plans  for  theological  study  and  that  the  present  world 
situation  offers  little  promise  of  any  easier  co-ordination  of 
study  programmes. 

(e)  that  other  departments  of  the  World  Council  are  develop- 
ing other  techniques  for  ensuring  that  the  results  of  inter- 
national and  inter-confessional  thinking  are  made  available 
to  the  member  churches. 

8.  Three  essentials  were  aimed  at,  and  to  some  degree  achieved, 
by  the  former  pattern  of  Faith  and  Order  work:  — 

(a)  that  the  churches,  so  far  as  they  were  willing  to  receive  it, 
had  kept  before  them  continually  a challenge  to  their 
separation  from  each  other  and  a means  for  the  continuous 
effort  to  overcome  the  reasons  for  separation; 

(b)  that  officially  appointed  representatives  of  the  churches, 
and  no  mere  groups  of  unofficial  enthusiasts,  were  appointed 
to  engage  in  this  encounter  and  so  to  grow  in  mutual  under- 
standing; 

(c)  that  specific  theological  problems,  relating  to  our  church 
separations,  were  continually  under  review  by  selected  ex- 
perts, representing  the  whole  range  of  the  Movement. 

9.  Are  these  the  essentials  of  our  Faith  and  Order  tradition? 
If  so,  the  question  before  us  is  whether,  in  the  present  phase  of 
development  i,n  the  total  ecumenical  movement,  any  better  methods 
than  our  previous  ones  can  be  found  for  securing  them. 

10.  In  the  course  of  the  discussions  which  have  already  taken 
place  on  this  question  (see  §1  above)  several  points  emerged,  which 
suggest  a possible  alternative  pattern  of  work.  For  purposes  of  dis- 
cussion, let  this  be  referred  to  as  Plan  B. 

11.  The  whole  World  Council  stands  committed  to  a concern 
with  the  questions  hitherto  engaging  'Faith  and  Order’.  So  it  can 
be  confidently  expected  that  its  Assemblies  will  continue  to  have  a 
serious  proportion  of  their  programme  devoted  to  them.  But  it  is 
not  enough  to  deal  with  such  central  matters  only  through  a part 
of  the  attention  of  an  Assembly  devoted  to  many  other  concerns 
as  well.  Our  special  responsibility  is  to  suggest  what  other  measures 
are  needed  and  how  they  should  be  related  to  the  total  life  of  the 
World  Council. 

12.  After  Lund,  and  ratified  thereafter  at  Evanston,  there  should 
be  appointed  a body  of  persons  to  be  specially  concerned  with  Faith 
and  Order  questions,  which  might  well  continue  to  be  called  the 
' Faith  and  Order  Commission  ’.  It  should  be  sufficiently  repre- 
sentative to  command  the  confidence  of  all  parts  of  our  constituency, 
but  need  not  be  representative  in  the  sense  that  all  areas  and  types 
of  church  are  directly  represented,  since  that  type  of  representative- 
ness is  cared  for  to  a large  extent  in  the  Central  Committee,  and 
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completely  in  the  Assemblies.  The  Commission  should  be  repre- 
sentative rather  in  the  sense  that  the  most  able  and  responsible 
theologians  engaged  in  unity  discussion  within  the  churches  should 
be  able  to  trust  the  Commission’s  judgment.  Representativeness,  in 
this  sense,  could  be  achieved  by  a group  of  30  to  40  persons. 

13.  Such  a Commission  should  meet  either  annually  or  as  often 
as  the  effective  discharge  of  its  duties  required.  These  might  be 
defined,  slightly  adapting  the  existing  Constitution,  as  follows 
(differences  of  wording  in  italics  cf.  existing  version  in  § 3 
above)  : — 

'(i)  To  make  a thorough  study  of  those  differences  in  the  faith 
and  order  of  the  Churches  which  are  obstacles  to  their  full 
unity,  and  of  the  possible  ways  to  overcome  these  differ- 
ences, this  task  to  be  carried  out  through  the  work  of 
Theological  Commissions.'  Omit  ‘as  hereafter  . . . Order.' 

‘(ii)  To  appoint  Theological  Commissions  from  amongst  its  own 
membership . with  such  co-options  as  have  the  good-will 
of  the  churches  concerned,  to  study  whatever  specific 
questions  may  be  referred  to  it  by  the  World  Council  of 
Churches  Assembly  or  Central  Committee  or  such  questions 
as  may,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Commission  itself , be 
deemed  essential  for  the  furtherance  of  its  own  work. 
Such  Theological  Commissions  shall  report  progress 
periodically  to  the  full  meetings  of  the  Commission  and 
the  Central  Committee,  and,  through  published  reports, 
direct  to  the  churches  when  their  studies  are  completed. 
The  full  Commission  shall  decide  the  manner  of  presenting 
its  work  to  the  Assemblies  of  the  World  Council  of 
Churches 

'(iii)  To  proclaim  the  essential  oneness  of  the  Church  of  Christ 
and  the  obligation  of  the  churches  to  manifest  that  unity 
so  that  they  may  not  only  work  together,  but  live  together 
as  members  of  the  one  Body  of  Christ;  and  to  keep  the 
churches  fully  informed  of  all  developments  relating  to  the 
union  of  churches  in  all  parts  of  the  world.'  Formerly 
no.  (ii). 

14.  Other  minor,  consequent  changes  in  the  existing  Constitution 
would  be  called  for:  e.g. 

‘4  (ii)  Its  conferences  are  to  be  conferences  of  delegates  officially 
appointed  by  the  churches  to  represent  them'  and  ‘(iii)  The 
invitation  to  take  part  in  these  Conferences  is  addressed  to 
all  Christian  churches  throughout  the  world  which  accept 
our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  as  God  and  Saviour’  would  need  to 
be  re-worded  to  show  that  'its  conferences'  are  now 
primarily  the  Assemblies  of  the  W.C.C.  itself. 

'6.  Membership ’■ — needs  re-drafting  in  any  case,  as  it  was  only 
designed  to  be  operative  until  the  next  Conference  (i.e. 
Lund) . 

"39.  The  work  of  the  Theological  Commissions  shall  be  to  pre- 
pare reports  on  the  subjects  referred  to  them  under  para- 
graph 38  to  form  agenda  for  Conferences  on  Faith  and  Order 
summoned  in  accordance  with  3 (iii)  above.  These  reports 
shall  be  presented  in  the  first  instance  to  the  Commission 
which  shall  be  responsible  for  preparing  the  Conference 
programme.'  This  would  also  need  some  re- wording. 
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15-  Some  such  organization  as  this  is  put  forward  for  discussion 
as  a possible  means  of  ensuring  (without  losing  the  essentials  in  §8 
above)  some  of  the  adaptations  desired  in  the  discussions  up  to 
date,  viz  : — 

(a)  that  the  Commission  should  be  a smaller  body  than  the 
previous  Continuation  Committees; 

(b)  that  World  Conferences  specifically  on  Faith  and  Order 
questions  cannot  be  sustained  as  well  as  Assemblies; 

(c)  that  the  Theological  Commissions  should  have  more  flexi- 
bility in  themes  for  study  and  in  time-table; 

(d)  that  they,  and  the  Commission  itself,  should  be  more  clearly 
related  to  the  World  Council,  since  much  confusion  still 
exists  in  the  membership  of  the  churches. 

j6.  All  that  is  said  in  the  Constitution  in  article  5 still  stands:  — 

'While  the  Commission  shall  be  free  to  undertake  such 
studies  as  it  shall  decide  to  be  required  by  3 (i)  above,  it 
shall  only  appoint  further  Theological  Commissions  in  co- 
operation with  the  Council’s  Study  Department.' 

and  cf.  articles  26  (co-ordination  with  W.C.C.  by  the  Secretariat) 
and  36  (consultation  and  co-operation  with  the  Study  Department). 
But  it  must  be  stressed  that  this  memorandum  is  concerned  with  the 
discussions  which  must  take  place  within  the  Faith  and  Order  Com- 
mission. There  is  the  wider  problem  of  any  reorganization  of  the 
structure  of  the  World  Council  as  a whole  which  might  be 
recommended  by  the  1954  Assembly.  The  Central  Committee  this 
summer  will  be  asked  to  appoint  a sub-committee  to  begin  preparing 
proposals  for  consideration  at  Evanston.  It  would  seem  to  be 
obvious  that  persons  competent  to  represent  the  Faith  and  Order 
tradition  should  be  included  in  the  personnel  to  conduct  this  wider 
enquiry,  to  which  the  considerations  in  this  memorandum  are  cer- 
tainly relevant. 

17.  We  shall  also  need  to  consider  at  Clärens  the  staff  which  will 
form  an  adequate  secretariat  for  the  type  of  Faith  and  Order  organ- 
ization which  we  envisage,  and  be  prepared  to  propose  re-drafting 
articles  23  to  29  of  the  existing  Constitution  accordingly.  Note  that 
the  Secretary  to  the  Commission  is  ‘nominated  by  the  Commission  to 
the  Central  Committee’  and  that  the  Associate  Secretaries  ‘shall  be 
nominated  by  the  Executive  Committee  after  consultation  with  the 
Council  and  shall  be  appointed  by  the  Commission’.  The  officers 
will  bring  preliminary  proposals  at  least  before  the  Executive  this 
summer. 

18.  As  between  Plan  A (§4)  and  Plan  B (§§10-15)  there  may 
of  course  be  a variety  of  combinations  possible,  but  at  this  early 
stage  they  are  set  out  as  alternatives  in  order  to  clarify  discussion 
when  the  Commission  meets  at  Clärens. 

Appendix  II 

PROGRAMME  FOR  THE  LUND  CONFERENCE 

In  September,*  1950,  the  Executive  Committee  had  before  it  a 
letter  from  Dr.  Floyd  Tomkins  suggesting  that  instead  of  the  usual 
arrangement  by  which  a Conference  is  divided  into  sections  to  discuss 
and  make  first  drafts  of  its  report  on  its  different  topics,  the  Lund 
Conference  should  as  a whole  from  the  start  take  up  and  discuss  its 
various  topics  one  after  the  other.  Some  consideration  was  given  to 
this  proposal,  and  I was  asked  to  prepare  a memorandum  on  the 
subject. 
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According  to  the  Letter  of  Invitation  issued  to  the  churches 
the  Conference  will  have  to  discuss  and  report  on  the  agenda  pre- 
pared by  our  three  Theological  Commissions,  together  with  forth- 
coming material  on  ‘‘non-theological  factors".  To  these  must  be 
added  the  question  of  the  future  organisation  of  the  Commission  on 
Faith  and  Order  in  the  structure  of  the  World  Council,  and  the 
Conference  may  wish  to  produce  something  parallel  to  the  Lausanne 
Message  and  Edinburgh  Affirmation.  It  seems,  therefore,  that  six 
items  must  be  provided  for  in  the  programme  : — 

(a)  The  Nature  of  the  Church 

(b)  Different  Ways  of  Worship 

(c)  Obstacles  to  fellowship  at  the  Lord’s  Table 

(d)  Non-theological  Factors 

(e)  The  future  Work  and  Organisation  of  the  Commission 

on  Faith  and  Order 

(f)  Message  or  Affirmation. 

If  we  follow  the  Edinburgh  precedent,  it  is  to  the  first  four  of 
these  that  Dr.  Floyd  Tomkins’  proposal  would  apply,  the  last  two 
being  in  any  case  treated  throughout  as  concerns  for  the  whole 
Conference. 

The  Conference  is  expected  to  consist  of  between  250  and  300 
members. 

Attractive  as  is  Dr.  Floyd  Tomkins’  proposal  in  many  ways, 
I have  come  to  the  conclusion,  on  thinking  it  over,  that  it  would 
not  be  workable. 

(i)  A body  of  250-300  is  too  large  for  effective  work  in  the  earlier 
stages  of  discussion  and  report-drafting.  If  the  whole  Conference 
spent  two  or  three  days  in  full  session  on  each  subject  in  tum,  I 
do  not  think  that  at  the  end  it  would  have  made  much  progress. 

(ii)  The  alternative  would  be  to  divide  up  into  sections  sitting 
simultaneously  to  discuss  the  same  subject,  and  coming  together 
to  produce  an  agreed  report  on  it  before  going  on  to  the  next.  The 
utmost  time  that  could  be  allowed  for  each  of  the  four  subjects 
would  be  two  days  for  sectional  discussion  and  one  for  full  session, 
i.e.  12  days  in  all.  This  would  not  give  adequate  time  for  either 
stage  of  the  process  : indeed,  I shudder  to  think  of  the  confusion 
on  the  third  day  when  in  so  short  a time  a number  of  different 
group  reports  would  have  to  be  conflated  into  one  coherent  text. 
I fear,  too,  that  as  the  time  wears  on  a feeling  of  intolerable  weariness 
might  befall  the  Conference  as  it  contemplates  continued  repetition 
of  the  same  process. 

I suggest  that  the  co-ordination  of  discussion,  for  which  Dr. 
Floyd  Tomkins  is  rightly  concerned,  should  be  provided  for  by 
another  method.  If  the  Conference  is  divided  in  the  usual  way 
into  four  sections  to  discuss  severally  its  four  topics,  each  will 
consist  of  approximately  70  members.  Then  let  each  section 
appoint  five  of  its  number  to  act  as  a Liaison  Committee,  and  let  the 
Liaison  Committees,  a body  of  20,  meet  daily  and  so  keep  each 
section  in  touch  with  what  is  going  on  in  the  others. 

For  these  Liaison  Committees  to  be  able  to  do  their  work 
properly,  the  time-table  of  official  section  meetings  must  not  be  too 
tightly  packed.  There  will  also  need  to  be  opportunities  for 
the  meeting  of  committees  appointed  by  the  whole  Conference  to 
consider  the  future  work  of  the  Commission  and  possibly  a Message 
6r  Affirmation.  In  general,  I think  a Conference  is  likely  to  do  the 
best  work  if  its  time-table  is  not  too  closely  knit.  I hope  that  in 
the  proposals  which  follow  sufficient  elbow-room  will  be  allowed  by 
leaving  free  the  first  part  of  each  afternoon,  the  evenings  after 
dinner,  and  the  day  on  which  section  reports  are  being  multiplied 
and  circulated. 
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Our  discussion  in  September  suggested  one  further  precaution 
to  be  taken  which  may  help  towards  co-ordination.  I refer  to 
Pastor  Menn’s  point  that  the  sections  should  not  be  allowed  to  be 
packed  with  specialists  who  get  together  to  ride  their  hobby-horses. 
Each  of  the  four  should  be  a representative  cross-section  of  the 
whole  Conference. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  all  the  delegates  will  have  received 
copies  of  the  reports  of  the  Theological  Commissions,  I see  no  reason 
why  time  should  be  spent  at  the  outset  in  devoting  full  sessions  to 
opening  up  their  subjects.  I suggest,  therefore,  that  after  the 
necessary  opening  business  on  Saturday,  August  16th,  the  rest  of 
the  day  should  be  given  over  to  selected  speakers  from  different 
parts  of  the  world  whose  aim  should  be  to  ensure  that  during  the 
rest  of  the  Conference  its  members  should  carry  on  their  discussions 
with  an  informed  and  fully  conscious  awareness  of  its  setting  in  the 
world- wide  Church. 

I suggest,  also,  that  the  question  of  the  future  organization 
of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  might  wed  be  taken  on  the 
two  Sunday  afternoons  and  evenings,  when  it  can  be  given  unhurried 
and  careful  consideration,  in,  I hope,  the  kind  of  atmosphere  which 
Sunday  morning  worship  will  give  to  the  discussion  of  this  particular 
topic. 

It  will  help  to  crystallise  our  discussions  in  August  if  I end  this 
memorandum  with  a first  draft  of  a possible  time-table  for  Lund. 


August  1952, 

15.  Friday. 

16.  Saturday. 


Arrivals. 

9- 30. 

10- I. 


Registrations.  Opening  Service  in  the 
evening. 

Prayers. 

Opening  Business. 

Appointment  of  Officers. 

Chairman’s  Address. 

Appointment  of  Committee  to  con- 
sider the  question  of  a Message 
or  Affirmation. 


4.30-6.30.  Addresses  setting  the  Conference  in 
the  context  of  the  world  Church. 


17.  Sunday.  Morning  free  for  worship. 

Afternoon  and  Evening.  Preliminary  discussion 
of  the  future  organisation  of  the 
Commission  on  Fai.th  and  Order, 
and  appointment  of  a committee 
to  prepare  a report  on  the  sub- 
ject. 


18.  Monday. 


9- 30. 

10- II. 


n.30-1. 


4.30-6.30. 


Prayers. 

Full  Session.  Division  of  the  Con- 
ference into  Sections. 

Section  meetings  for  their  own  open- 
ing business  : appointment  of 
officers,  drafting  and  liaison  com- 
mittees, etc. 

Section  meetings  for  discussion. 


19. 

20. 

21. 


Tuesday.  1 9.30. 
Wednesday.  - 10- 1. 
Thursday.  (4.30-6.30. 


Full  Session:  Prayers. 
'-Section  meetings. 


22.  Friday. 


No  meet-  Multiplication  and  circulation  of 
ings.  Section  reports. 
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23.  Saturday. 

9.30. 

IO-I. 

4.30-6.30. 

Prayers. 

) Full  Sessions  : Revision  of  Section 
[ reports. 

24.  Sunday. 

Morning  free  for  worship. 

Afternoon  and  Evening.  Full  Session  : Report  of 
Committee  on  future  organisation. 

25.  Monday. 

26.  Tuesday. 

27.  Wednesday. 

[9-30. 
j IO-I. 

1 4.30-6.30. 

Prayers. 

) Full  Sessions  : Revision  of  Section 
l'  reports. 

28.  Thursday. 

9.30. 

Prayers. 

io-i.  I Full  Sessions:  Report  of  Committee 

4.30-6.30.  j on  Message  or  Affirmation. 

Nomination  of  post-Conference 
Commission.  Any  other  unfinished 
business.  Closing  Service. 


The  above  memorandum  was  discussed  by  the  Executive  Com- 
mittee when  it  met  in  February.  It  was  decided  that  the  memor- 
andum, together  with  various  suggestions  made  in  the  course  of 
the  discussion,  should  be  brought  before  the  Commission  at  Clärens 
in  August. 

These  suggestions  were  as  follows  : — 

1.  The  sections  might  work  separately  in  the  mornings,  and  report 
progress  each  afternoon  to  the  Conference  in  Full  Session. 

2.  The  sections  might  have  two  days  to  work  apart,  report  progress 
and  receive  suggestions  on  the  third  day,  and  then  go  back  for 
another  whole  day  to  finish  their  reports  and  present  them  for 

discussion. 

3.  The  subject  of  “The  Church”,  being  central  and  comprehensive, 
might  be  treated  differently  from  the  other  two  (“Ways  of 
Worship”  and  “Intercommunion”),  which  deal  with  matters  of 
detail.  The  mornings  might  be  given  to  disçussions  of  “The 
Church”  in  full  session  throughout;  the  afternoons  to  sectional 
discussions  of  “Ways  of  Worship”  and  “Intercommunion”. 

4.  The  whole  Conference  might  work  together  on  the  subject  of 
“The  Church”  during  the  first  week,  and  then  divide  into 
sections  for  discussion  of  “Ways  of  Worship”  and  “Inter- 
communion” in  the  second  week. 

5.  The  Commission  will  have  to  decide  whether  “Non-theological 
Factors”  is  to  be  treated  as  a fourth  separate  subject,  or  as  one 
to  be  borne  in  mind  throughout  in  all  discussions  of  “The 
Church”,  “Ways  of  Worship”,  and  “Intercommunion”. 

6.  The  proposed  “Message  or  Affirmation”  should  not  be  regarded 
as  a thing  apart  from  the  Report,  but  as  based  upon  and  em- 
bodying the  results  of  discussion  of  the  three  (or  four?)  subjects. 
This  will  help  towards  co-ordination,  since  all  discussions  will 
be  directed  towards  making  contribution  to  the  one  “Message”. 


7.  It  will  cause  confusion  among  the  churches  for  them  to  be 
receiving  too  many  “messages”  from  too  many  World  Council 
sources.  It  would  be  better  for  the  churches  to  receive  direct 
from  the  Lund  Conference  only  the  Report  of  discussions,  while 
the  place  of  the  Lausanne  Message  and  Edinburgh  Affirmation 
is  taken  by  a document  addressed  to  the  Evanston  Assembly 
laying  before  it  the  upshot  of  the  Lund  Conference. 

LEONARD  HODGSON. 

13th  July,  1951. 
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Appendix  III 

RECOMMENDATIONS  AS  TO  PROGRAMME  OF  WORSHIP 
AT  THE  LUND  CONFERENCE  IN  AUGUST,  1952 

as  agreed  upon  at  the  meeting  of  the  special  Committee  on  Worship 
appointed  by  the  Executive  (Bishop  Stählin,  Dr.  E.  Emmen,  and  Dr. 
Floyd  Tomkins)  at  Bièvres,  February  5th,  1951. 

1.  The  Conference  shall  hold  a Service  of  Divine  Worship  on  the 
morning  of  Sunday,  August  17th,  the  day  after  its  opening 
session.  With  Bishop  Nygren's  permission  the  Service  shall  be 
held  in  the  Cathedral. 

2.  Daily  Prayers  shall  be  held  each  morning  and  evening  in  the 
Cathedral,  at  hours  preceding  the  daily  sessions  and  at  their 
close. 

3.  The  Conference  shall  provide,  for  use  at  these  services,  a suffici- 
ent number  of  copies  of  the  new  edition  of  Venite  Adoremus, 
published  by  the  World’s  Student  Christian  Federation.  These 
shall  be  kept  in  the  Cathedral,  and  may  be  purchased  by  those 
desiring  copies  only  on  the  final  day. 

4.  The  authorities  of  the  Church  of  Sweden  shall  be  asked  to  allow 
the  use  of  the  Cathedral,  or  of  parish  churches  in  Lund,  for 
Services  of  Holy  Communion  to  be  arranged  and  conducted  by 
representatives  of  the  various  Churches  present  at  the  Confer- 
ence, according  to  their  several  rites  and  customs;  and  the 
Conference  schedule  shall  provide  convenient  times  for  such 
services. 

5.  It  shall  be  a rule  that  no  photographs  may  be  taken  during  any 
service. 


Appendix  IV 

AN  UNOFFICIAL  CONSULTATION 
between  representatives  of  areas  engaged  in 
CHURCH  UNITY  NEGOTIATIONS 

The  proposal  has  been  made,  and  has  found  wide  support,  that 
after  the  Lund  Conference  on  Faith  and  Order  in  1952,  an  occasion 
might  be  made  for  consultation  upon  the  specific  problems  which 
arise  when  churches  pass  beyond  discussing  the  theological  problems 
of  unity  in  general  to  the  actual  formulation  of  union  schemes. 
Many  of  the  churches  sending  delegates  to  Lund  have  either  recently 
achieved  union  or  are  in  active  negotiation  to  seek  it.  Among  Lund 
delegates  also  will  be  some  of  those  theologians  whose  opinion  upon 
particular  schemes  has  been  sought  by  the  churches  involved.  The 
proposal  is  that  such  people  should  take  advantage  of  being  together 
from  all  over  the  world  for  a consultation,  which  could  also  be 
attended  by  others  (e.g.  missionaries  on  leave)  who  could  manage  to 
come  to  Sweden  at  that  time  even  if  they  had  not  been  delegates 
to  the  Faith  and  Order  Conference. 

Such  a ‘Consultation’  would  not  be  an  official  conference  of 
the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  of  the  World  Council,  nor  would 
it  be  in  any  sense  a consultation  between  delegates  of  the  various 
churches  officially  appointed  for  this  purpose.  It  would  be  an  un- 
official consultation  between  such  people  as  happened  to  be  available 
to  compare  notes,  exchange  experience  and  share  difficulties.  The 
consultation  would  claim  no  authority  and  pass  no  resolutions. 
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However,  the  Executive  Committees  both  of  the  Commission  and  of 
the  Council  have  been  informed  of  the  proposal  and  the  Secretary 
for  Faith  and  Order  has  been  authorized  to  give  the  requisite  time 
and  attention  to  organizing  it.  No  budgetary  provision  has  been 
made  for  it,  since  the  greatest  item  of  expense  will  already  have 
been  overcome  (in  that  travel  expenses  will  have  been  met  for  most 
of  the  participants  from  whatever  source  the  delegates  have  drawn 
upon  to  attend  the  Lund  Conference).  The  ‘Consultation’  could 
be  held  in,  or  near,  Lund  shortly  after  the  Conference.  Since  the 
latter  will  probably  be  August  14-29,  the  Consultation  might  be  for 
the  first  few  days  of  September,  though  its  duration  is  still  a matter 
for  discussion. 

As  to  programme,  the  following  is  submitted  for  discussion:  — 

A.  Preliminary  addresses  to  plenary  session 

The  rewards  and  the  price  of  union  : What  truths  are  only 

learned  after  union  has  been  effected  ? What  fresh  anomalies  must 

be  expected  en  route  from  disunity  to  unity?  (Two  or  three 

contributions.) 

B.  Subjects  for  plenary  debate 

(1)  Non- theological  factors  in  union  schemes;  those  that  cause 
schism  and  those  which  can  be  welcomed  as  fostering  union. 

(2)  The  treatment  of  dissident  minorities  in  union  negotiations 
and  the  tension  between  confessional  loyalties  and  local 
union.  (These  two  are  grouped  because,  in  so  far  as  they 
are  not  covered  by  ‘non- theological  factors’,  minorities 
always  seem  in  fact  to  be  caused  by  confessional  loyalty 
opposing  local  union.) 

(3)  The  merits  and  limits  of  synchronization  in  union  schemes  : 
the  value  of  a generally  agreed  time-table  for  different  parts 
of  the  world,  vs.  the  Kairos,  the  time  of  decision  for  a 
particular  area  which  must  not  be  missed. 

C.  Some  further  subjects  for  discussion  in  Sections 

(1)  Initial  unification  of  ministries  or  a period  of  parallel 
ministries:  organic  union  at  the  start  or  unified  ministries 
with  intercommunion  between  parallel  churches  (i.e.  chiefly 
a matter  of  analyzing  and  expounding  the  approach  at  this 
point  of,  e.g.  North  and  South  India;  Ceylon  and  Australia, 
etc.). 

(2)  Christian  initiation,  with  special  reference  to  the  terms  upon 
which  Believers’  and  Infant  Baptism  can  be  observed  within 
one  church. 

(3)  Closer  theological  definitions,  as  between  negotiating 
churches,  of  : — 

(a)  ‘the  historic  episcopate' 

(b)  ‘the  diaconate’ 

(c)  the  place  of  the  laity  in  union  negotiations  and  in 
churches  after  union. 

(d)  the  place  of  women  in  the  life,  including  the  ministry, 
of  churches  after  union. 

O.  S.  TOMKINS. 

15th  June,  1951. 
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Appendix  V 

List  of  Churches  invited  to  Lund  Conference,  1952 

Notes:  (i)  Figure  in  brackets  denotes  quota  of  places  at  present  allocated 

(2)  * denotes  raised  to  figure  quoted  in  light  of  consultation  since 
FOC  Executive  at  Bièvres,  Feb.,  1951  : q.v.  Minutes  5(c)ii. 


I.  ACCEPTED  (with  names  of  delegates  appointed  up  to  15th  Nov.,  1951). 
(1)  Member  Churches  of  the  World  Council  of  Churches 


AUSTRALIA 


AUSTRIA 

BELGIUM 

CANADA 


CEYLON 

DENMARK 

EGYPT 

FINLAND 


Church  of  England  in  Australia  and 
Tasmania  (3) 

Congregational  Union 

of  Australia  (1) 
Federal  Conference  of  Churches  of 
Christ  in  Australia  (1) 


Rev.  Broughton  Knox 
Canon  F.  E.  Maynard 
Rev.  George  Gunson 

Principal  E.  L.  Williams 


Evangelische  Kirche  A.u.H.B.  in  Dr.  Franz  Fischer 
Oesterreich  (1) 


Eglise  Chrétienne  Missionnaire  Prof.  E.  Hoyois 
Belge  (1) 


Church  of  England  in  Canada  (3) 

United  Church  of  Canada  (3) 

Methodist  Church  in  Ceylon  (2) 

Baptist  Union  of  Denmark  (1) 
Church  of  Denmark  (3) 


Archbishop  P.  Carrington 
of  Quebec 

Bishop  Barfoot  of  Ed- 
monton 

Prof.  R.  F.  Hettlinger 

Rt.  Rev.  C.  M.  Nicholson 

Rev.  G.  R.  Cragg 
(third  to  be  named) 

Rev.  R.  A.  Nelson 

Rev.  D.  T.  Niles 

Pres.  J.  Nôrgaard 


Coptic  Orthodox  Church  (2) 
Patriarchate  of  Alexandria  (2) 


Evangelical  Lutheran  Church  of 
Finland  (3) 


FRANCE 


Eglise  Réformée  d'Alsace  et  de 
Lorraine  (1) 

Eglise  Réformée  de  France  (3)  Pasteur  P.  Maury 

Pasteur  P.  Gagnier 
Pasteur  Ch.  Westphal 


GERMANY 


Old  Catholic  Church  in  Germany  (1) 

Moravian  Church  (1)  Unitätsdirektor  Lie. 

H.  Renkewitz 


Evangelical  Church  in  Germany  (20) 


Prof.  Sommerlath 
Dr.  V.  Herntrich 
Bishop  Lilje 
Prof.  E.  Kinder 
Dr.  H.  H.  Harms 
Prof.  W.  Elert 
Dr.  H.  Asmussen 


Dr.  W.  Schanze 
Bishop  Stählin 
Dr.  T.  Schlatter 
Dr.  J.  Beckmann 
Dr.  G.  Jacob 
Prof.  J.  I wand 
Dr.  M.  Niemöller 


Prof.  E.  Schlink 
Dr.  J.  Winterhager 
Dr.  H.  Obendiek 
Prof.  W.  Kreck 
Prof.  O.  Weber 
Dr.  W.  Niesel 
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GREECE 

HUNGARY 

INDIA 

ITALY 

JAPAN 

NETHERLANDS 

NEW  ZEALAND 

NORWAY 
SOUTH  AFRICA 

SWEDEN 

SWITZERLAND 

SYRIA 

TURKEY 


Church  of  Greece  (5) 


Lutheran  Church  of  Hungary  (2) 

Church  of  India,  Pakistan,  Burma 
and  Ceylon  (3) 

Church  of  South  India  (3) 

Mar  Thoma  Syrian  Church  of 
Malabar  (1) 

Orthodox  Syrian  Church  of 
Malabar  (2) 


Chiesa  Evangelica  Valdese  (1) 


Nippon  Kirisuto  Kyodan  (Church 
of  Christ)  (4) 


Nippon  Sei  Ko  Kwai  (Anglican 
Church  in  Japan)  (2) 


Algemene  Doopsgezinde  Societeit 

(1) 

Evangelisch  Lutherse  Kerk  (1) 
Nederlands  Hervormde  Kerk  (5) 


Old  Catholic  Church  (1) 
Remonstrantse  Broederschap  (1) 

Presbyterian  Church  of  ' New 
Zealand  (1) 

Church  of  Norway  (3) 

Church  of  the  Province  of  S.A.  (1) 
Methodist  Church  of  South  Africa 

Cl) 

Church  of  Sweden  (*7) 


Mission  Covenant  Church  of 
Sweden  (1) 

Old  Catholic  Church  (1) 

Evangelical  Synod  of  Syria  and 
Lebanon  (1) 

Oecumenical  Patriarchate  of  Con- 
stantinople (10) 


\ 


Bishop  Lakdasa  De  Mel 
Bishop  G.  N.  L.  Hall 


Dr.  T.  Ariga 
Prof.  M.  Fukuda 
Rev.  T.  Hiraga 
Prof.  S.  Kega 
Rev.  Paul  K.  Yashiro 
Rev.  J.  Lloyd 


Prof.  Boendermaker 
Prof.  Berkelbach  v.  d 
Sprenkel 
Dr.  E.  Emmen 
Archbishop  A.  Rinkel 


Bishop  Bjame  Skard 

Fr.  H.  E.  Symonds, 
C.R. 


Archbishop  Brilioth 
Bishop  Aulén 
Bishop  Nygren 
Rev.  A.  Werner 
Rev.  Prof.  R.  Bring 
Rev.  P.  Edwall 
Rev.  Dr.  R.  Josefson 
Rector  Karl-Gustav 
Isakson 


Rev.  Farid  Audeh 
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UNITED 

KINGDOM 


Baptist  Union  of  Great  Britain  and 
Ireland  (3) 

Churches  of  Christ  in  Great  Britain 
and  Ireland  (2) 

Church  of  England  (*7) 


Church  of  Ireland  (3) 
Church  of  Scotland  (5) 


Congregational  Union  of  England 
and  \Vales  (3) 

Episcopal  Church  in  Scotland  (2) 


Methodist  Church  (5) 


Methodist  Church  in  Ireland  (2) 
Presbyterian  Church  in  Ireland  (2) 
Presbyterian  Church  of  Wales  (2) 


Principal  James  Gray 
(2nd  to  be  named) 
Bishop  of  Chelmsford 
Bishop  of  Derby 
Canon  S.  L.  Greenslade 
Prof.  A.  M.  Ramsey 
Canon  K.  Riches 
Canon  H.  E.  W.  Turner 
(7  th  to  be  named) 

Dr.  D.  Baillie 
Prof.  G.  D.  Henderson 
Dr.  A.  C.  Craig 
Rev.  J.  K.  S.  Reid 
Prtnc.  T.  M.  Taylor 

Dr.  Lovell  Cocks 
Bishop  Graham  of 
Brechin 

Prof.  D.  Mackinnon 
Rev.  B.  Clutterbuck 
Dr.  R.  E.  Davies 
Dr.  R Newton  Flew 
Dr.  H.  Watkin- Jones 
Rev.  P.  Watson 
Rev.  R.  Lee  Cole 
Dr.  W.  Northridge 
Rev.  J.  S.  P.  Black 
Dr.  J.  R.  Boyd 


U.S.A. 


American  Baptist  Convention  (5)  Dr.  J.  Skoglund 

Dr.  E.  Prüden 
Dr.  Reuben  R.  Nelson 
President  H.  Gezork 
Rev.  R.  McCracken 

American  Lutheran  Church  (2)  Dr.  J.  Bodensieck 


Augustana  Evangelical  Lutheran 
Church  (2) 

Church  of  the  Brethren  (1) 
Congregational  Christian  Churches 
of  the  U.S.A.  (5) 

Danish  Evangelical  Lutheran 
Church  of  America  (1) 
Evangelical  and  Reformed  Church 
(4) 

Evangelical  United  Brethren  Church 

(2) 

Methodist  Church  (*8) 

Bishop  Ivan  Lee  Holt 
Dr.  O.  T.  Olson 
Dean  C.  T.  Craig 
Prof.  W.  A.  Smart 


Rev.  Dr.  C.  Bergendoff 
Rev.  Dr.  E.  H. 

Wahlstrom 
Dr.  Calvert  N.  Ellis 


Dr.  David  Dunn 
Dr.  Allen  O.  Miller 
Pres.  W.  N.  Roberts 
Bishop  G.  E.  Epp 

Dr.  G.  Harkness 
Dr.  N.  Ferre 
Dr.  A.  C.  Outler 
Dean  W.  G.  Muelder 
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Presbyterian  Church  in  the  United 
States  of  America  (5) 

Protestant  Episcopal  Church  (5)  Bishop  A.  Dun 

Bishop  S.  Bayne 
Canon  T.  O.  Wedel 
Rev.  P.  M.  Dawley 
Mr.  Clifford  P. 
Morehouse 


Reformed  Church  in  America  (2) 

Religious  Society  of  Friends  : 

Five  Years  Meeting  of  Friends  (1) 
General  Conference  of  the  Society 
of  Friends  (1) 

Yearly  Meeting  of  the  Religious 
Society  of  Friends  of  Phila- 
delphia and  Vicinity  (1) 

United  Lutheran  Church  in  America 

(5) 


Dr.  B.  J.  Mulder 
Prof.  J.  Vander  Kolk 


Preston  T.  Roberts,  Jr. 
Howard  H.  Brinton 


Rev.  T.  A.  Kantonen 
Rev.  C.  C.  Rasmussen 
Rev.  L.  D.  Reed 
Rev.  J.  Schmidt 
Rev.  J.  Sittler 


WEST  INDIES  Anglican  Church  of  the  West  Indies 

(i) 

NON-NATIONAL  Salvation  Army  (3) 

CHURCHES  Union  of  the  Armenian  Evangelical 
Churches  in  the  Near  East  £1) 


(2)  Non-member  churches 


Total  number  of  places  : 201 


CANADA 

UNITED 

KINGDOM 

WEST  AFRICA 

YUGOSLAVIA 


Baptist  Convention  of  Ontario  and 
Quebec  (1) 

Society  of  Friends  in  Great  Britain  Mr.  Percy  Bartlett 

(L 

Society  of  Friends  in  Ireland  (1)  Mrs.  Sylvia  Green 

Church  of  the  Province  of  West 
Africa  (1) 

Orthodox  Patriarchate  of  Serbia  (3) 


Total  number  of  places  : 


II.  ACKNOWLEDGED 


ICELAND  Evangelical  Lutheran  Church  of  Iceland  (1) 

INDIA  Federation  of  Evangelical  Lutheran  Churches  in  India  (1) 

ITALY  Evangelical  Methodist  Church  of  Italy  (1) 

NEW  ZEALAND  Church  of  the  Province  of  New  Zealand  (2) 


SOUTH  AFRICA  Presbyterian  Church  of  South  Africa  (1) 


UNITED 

KINGDOM  Baptist  Union  of  Wales  and  Monmouthshire  (1) 

IT. S. A.  Presbyterian  Church  in  the  U.S.  (3) 

Total  number  of  places  : 10 
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III.  REFUSED 

CANADA  Churches  of  Christ  (i) 

NETHERLANDS  Union  of  Free  Evangelical  Congregations  (*i) 

Restored  Evangelical  Lutheran  Church  (*i) 

Union  of  Baptists  (i) 

Spanish  Evangelical  Church  (i) 

Baptist  Union  of  Scotland  (i) 

Moravian  Church  in  Great  Britain  and  Ireland  (i) 

Moravian  Church  in  America  (Northern  Province)  (i) 

Total  of  unused  places  : 8 

IV.  NO  ANSWER  RECEIVED  (“  denotes  churches  to  whom  the  invitation  has 

not  been  sent,  or  whom  it  will  probably  not  have  reached) 

(1)  Member  churches 
AUSTRALASIA 
! AUSTRALIA 
BELGIUM 
BRAZIL 

BURMA 
I CANADA 
CHINA 

! CZECHO- 
SLOVAKIA 

I ETHIOPIA 
! FRANCE 

! GERMANY 
GREECE 
I HUNGARY 
INDIA 


Methodist  Church  of  Australasia  (2) 

Presbyterian  Church  of  Australia  (2) 

Union  des  Eglises  Evangéliques  Protestantes  de  Belgique  (1) 

Methodist  Church  of  Brazil  (1) 

Federation  of  Lutheran  Synods  (1) 

Burma  Baptist  Convention  (1) 

Presbyterian  Church  in  Canada  (1) 

Yearly  Meeting  of  the  Society  of  Friends  (1) 

“ China  Baptist  Council  (1) 

“ Church  of  Christ  in  China  (2) 

“ North  China  Kung  Li  Hui  (1) 

Evangelical  Church  of  Czech  Brethren  (2) 

Evangelical  Church  in  Slovakia,  Augsburgian  Confession  (2) 
Reformed  Church  in  Slovakia  (1) 

Ethiopian  Church  (2) 


Eglise  de  la  Confession  d'Augsbourg  d'Alsace 
Lorraine  (*2) 

Eglise  Evangélique  Luthérienne  de  France  (1) 
Vereinigung  der  Deutschen  Mennonitengemeinden  (1) 
Greek  Evangelical  Church  (1) 

Reformed  Church  of  Hungary  (3) 

United  Church  of  Northern  India  and  Pakistan  (2) 


et  de 


! SPAIN 

I UNITED 

KINGDOM 

U.S.A. 


INDONESIA  Dayak  Evangelical  Church  (1) 

Toradja  Church  (1) 

East  Java  Church  (1) 

Church  of  Minahassa  (1) 

Protestant  Church  of  Timor  (1) 

Battak  Church  Sumatra  (1) 

Javanese  Christian  Churches  in  Central  Java  (1) 

Church  of  the  Moluccas  (1) 

Protestant  Church  in  Indonesia  (1) 

(Note  : It  has  been  suggested  to  these  churches  that  they 
combine  to  send  one  or  two  delegates  from  the  whole  group) 
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IRAN 
KOREA 
MEXICO 
NEW  ZEALAND 

PALESTINE 

PHILIPPINE 

ISLANDS 

POLAND 

RUMANIA 

SIAM 

SOUTH  AFRICA 

SWITZERLAND 

SYRIA 

UNITED 

KINGDOM 

U.S.A. 


YUGOSLAVIA 

NON-NATIONAL 

CHURCHES 

(2)  Non-member 
ALBANIA 
AUSTRALIA 
BRAZIL 


Synod  of  the  Evangelical  Churches  of  North  Iran  (i) 

" Korean  Methodist  Church  (i) 

“ Presbyterian  Church  of  Korea  (i) 

Methodist  Church  of  Mexico  (i) 

Associated  Churches  of  Christ  in  New  Zealand  (i) 

Baptist  Union  of  New  Zealand  (i) 

Congregational  Union  of  New  Zealand  (i) 

Methodist  Church  of  New  Zealand  (i) 

Greek  Orthodox  Patriarchate  of  Jerusalem  (i) 

Philippine  Independent  Church  (2) 

United  Church  of  Christ  in  the  Philippines  (1) 

“ Evangelical  Church  of  the  Augsburgian  Confession  (1) 

" Polish  National  Catholic  Church  (1) 

Hungarian  Lutheran  Church  in  Rumania  (1) 

“ Protestant  Evangelical  Church  Augsburgian  Confession  (1) 

“ Transylvanian  Reformed  Church  (1) 

Church  of  Christ  in  Siam  (1) 

Congregational  Union  of  South  Africa  (1) 

Dutch  Reformed  Church  of  South  Africa  in  Transvaal  (1), 
Dutch  Reformed  Church  of  Africa  (1) 

Swiss  Protestant  Church  Federation  (4) 

Greek  Orthodox  Patriarchate  of  Antioch  (2) 

Church  in  Wales  (2) 

Congregational  Union  of  Scotland  (1) 

Presbyterian  Church  of  England  (2) 

United  Free  Church  of  Scotland  (1) 

African  Methodist  Episcopal  Church  (2) 

African  Methodist  Episcopal  Zion  Church  (2) 

Colored  Methodist  Episcopal  Church  (1) 

International  Convention  of  Disciples  of  Christ  (5) 

National  Baptist  Convention  of  U.S.A. , Inc.  (4) 

Polish  National  Catholic  Church  of  America  (1) 

Romanian  Orthodox  Episcopate  in  America  (1) 

Seventh  Day  Baptist  General  Conference  (1) 

Syrian  Antiochian  Orthodox  Church  (Archdiocese  of  New  York 
and  all  North  America)  (1) 

United  Evangelical  Lutheran  Church  (1) 

United  Presbyterian  Church  of  North  America  (2) 

“ Old  Catholic  Church  of  Yugoslavia  (1) 

“ Reformed  Christian  Church  of  Yugoslavia  (1) 

, Church  of  the  East  and  of  the  Assyrians  (1) 

“ Esthonian  Evangelical  Lutheran  Church  (1) 

“ Lithuanian  Reformed  Church  (1) 

Total  number  of  places:  99 

churches  (each  offered  one  place) 

“ Orthodox  Church  of  Albania 

Baptist  Unions  in  Australia 

Independent  Presbyterian  Church  of  Brazil 
Presbvterian  Church  of  Brazil 
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! BULGARIA 

" Orthodox  Church  of  Bulgaria 

CYPRUS 

Orthodox  Church  of  Cyprus 

PHILIPPINES 

United  Evangelical  Church  of  Christ  in  the  Philippines 

POLAND 

“ Orthodox  Church  of  Poland 

SOUTH  AFRICA 

Baptist  Union  of  South  Africa 

UNITED 

KINGDOM 

Free  Church  of  Scotland 

General  Conference  of  Seventh  Day  Adventists 

U.S.A. 

Evangelical  Lutheran  Church 

Free  Magyar  Reformed  Church  in  America 

Lutheran  Free  Church 

Moravian  Church  in  America  (Southern  Province) 

Primitive  Methodist  Church 

Reformed  Episcopal  Church 

Southern  Baptist  Convention 

United  Brethren  in  Christ 

U.S.S.R. 

Baptist  Churches,  in  Russia  (2) 

Orthodox  Church  of  Georgia 

Patriarchate  of  Moscow  and  of  All  Russia  (more  than  one  if 
desired) 

NON-NATIONAL  " Apostolic  Church  of  Armenia 

NOTES:  (1)  Total  number  of  places  allocated  on  present  quotas : 

member  churches  — 318 
non-member  churches  — 7 . . . 325 

(2)  Total  number  of  known  vacancies  to  date : 

caused  by:  (i)  refusal  to  participate  — 8 
(ii)  not  appointing  the  full 

quota  allocated  — 3 . . . 11 
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Appendix  VI 

MEMBERSHIP  OF  THE  FAITH  AND  ORDER 
COMMISSION 
EXECUTIVE 

Chairman:  The  Most  Rev.  Yngve  T.  Brilioth,  Archbishop  of 
Upsala,  Sweden. 

Vice-Chairmen : The  Most  Rev.  Archbishop  Athenagoras,  Metro- 
politan of  Thyateira;  the  Right  Rev.  G.  Aulén,  Bishop  of 
Strängnäs;  Dr.  Marc  Boegner;  Rev.  Dr.  R.  Newton  Flew;  Rev. 
Dr.  Douglas  Horton. 

Chairmen,  Vice-Chairmen  and  Secretaries  of  Theological 
Commissions  : 

Commission  I.  Rev.  Dr.  R.  Newton  Flew,  Wesley  House,  Cam- 
bridge. 

Prof.  Dr.  K.  E.  Skydsgaard,  St.  Kannikestrade 
ii,  Copenhagen  K.,  Denmark. 

Dean  C.  T.  Craig,  Drew  University.  Madison,  N.J., 
U.S.A. 

Rev.  Canon  Kenneth  Riches,  Cuddesdon  College, 
Oxford. 

Commission  II.  Bischof  D.  Dr.  W.  Stählin,  Unter  den  Eichen  30, 
Oldenburg,  i.O.,  Germany. 

Pastor  Dr.  H.  Asmussen,  Schillerstrasse  26,  Kiel 
(24b),  Germany. 

Pastor  W.  Vos,  Pastorie,  Mensingeweer  (Gron.). 
Holland. 

Commission  III.  Rev.  Prof.  D.  M.  Baillie,  The  Crask,  St.  Andrews, 
Scot1  and. 

Prof.  H.  S.  Alivisatos,  27  Voulis  Street,  Athens, 
Greece. 

Rev.  Prof.  John  Marsh,  The  University,  Notting- 
ham. 

Elected  and  Co-opted  Members : 

Rev.  Dr.  M.  E.  Aubrey,  24  Albert  Drive,  London,  S.W.19. 

Rt.  Rev.  Bishop  Angus  Dun,  Bishop's  House,  Cathedral  Close, 
Mount  St.  Alban,  Washington  16,  D.C.,  U.S.A. 

Dr.  A.  E.  Emmen,  Carnegielaan  9,  The  Hague,  Netherlands. 

Rt.  Rev.  Bishop  Fuglsang-Damgaard,  Bispegaarden,  Nörregade  11, 
Copenhagen,  Denmark. 

Rev.  Dr.  W.  J.  Gallagher,  3 Willcocks  Street,  Toronto  5,  Ont., 
Canada. 

Rev.  Prof.  R.  R.  Hartford,  39  Trinity  College,  Dublin,  Eire. 

Rev.  D.  T.  Niles,  709  Maradana  Road,  Colombo  10,  Ceylon. 

Prof.  Dr.  E.  Schlink,  Eckenerstr.  1,  Heidelberg,  Germany. 

Prof.  D.  Ernst  Staehelin,  Ob.  Heuberg  33,  Basel,  Switzerland. 

Rev.  Dr.  A.  R.  Wentz,  The  Theological  Seminary,  Gettysburg,  Pa., 
U.S.A. 

General  Secretary  of  World  Council  of  Churches : 

Rev.  Dr.  W.  A.  Visser  't  Hooft. 
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Faith  and  Order  Secretariat: 

Secretary  : Rev.  O.  S.  Tomkins,  39  Doughty  Street,  London,  W.C.r, 
England. 

Theological  Secretary  : Rev.  Dr.  L.  Hodgson,  Christ  Church,  Oxford, 
England. 

Associate  Secretary  in  America : Rev.  Dr.  F.  W.  Tomkins,  St. 
John’s  Rectory,  Washington,  Conn..  U.S.A. 

MEMBERS 

Prof.  Dr.  Alfred  Adam  (Evangelical  Church  in  Germany  (Lutheran)), 
Bethelweg  42,  Bethel  bei  Bielefeld,  Germany. 

Rev.  R.  Adams  (Church  of  Ireland),  25  Rugby  Road,  Belfast, 
Ireland. 

Rev.  Canon  H.  K.  Archdall  (Church  in  Wales),  St.  David's  College, 
Lampeter,  Cards.,  Wales. 

Rev.  Dr.  Robert  A.  Ashworth  (Northern  Baptist  Convention, 
U.S.A.),  381  Fourth  Avenue,  New  York,  16,  N.Y.,  U.S.A. 

Dr.  Samuel  H.  Baer  (Congregational  Christian  Churches  of  the 
U.S.A.),  31  Dartford  Avenue,  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  U.S.A. 

Rev.  G.  C.  Barber  (Methodist  Church  of  Australasia),  Queen's 
College,  Melbourne,  Australia. 

Most  Rev.  W.  F.  Barfoot,  Archbishop  of  Edmonton  and  Primate  of 
A 1 Canada  (Church  of  England  in  Canada),  10029,  103rd  Street, 
Edmonton,  Alberta,  Canada. 

Percy  W.  Bartlett  (Society  of  Friends  in  Great  Britain),  38  Gordon 
Square,  London,  W.C.i,  England. 

Most  Rev.  Archbishop  Antony  Bashir  (Syrian  Antiochian  Orthodox 
Archdiocese  in  U.S.A.),  239,  85th  Street,  Brooklyn,  9,  N.Y., 
U.S.A. 

Rev.  Prof.  C.  J.  I.  Bergendoff  (Augustana  Evangelical  Lutheran 
Church),  Augustana  Theological  Seminary,  Rock  Island,  111., 
U.S.A. 

Rt.  Rev.  Bishop  Eivind  Berggrav  (Church  of  Norway),  3 St.  Halvards 
Plass,  Os  o,  Norway. 

Prof.  S.  F.  H.  J.  Berkelbach  v.  d.  Sprenkel  (Reformed  Church  of 
the  Netherlands),  Maliebaan  16,  Utrecht,  Holland. 

Rev.  J.  S.  P.  Black  (Presbyterian  Church  of  Ireland),  Largy  Manse, 
Limavady,  Co.  Derry,  Eire. 

Rt.  Rev.  D.  B.  Blackwood,  Bishop  of  Gippsland  (Church  of  England 
in  Australia  and  Tasmania),  Bishopscourt,  Saie,  Viet.,  Australia. 

Prof.  P.  Boendermaker  (Evangelical  Lutheran  Church  of  the  Nether- 
lands), Ministerpark  17,  Hilversum,  Holland. 

Rev.  H.  R.  T.  Brandreth  (Church  of  England),  Presbytère  St. 
Georges,  7 rue  Auguste- Vacquerie,  Paris  16e,  France. 

Howard  H.  Brinton  (Religious  Society  of  Friends  of  Philadelphia 
and  Vicinity),  Pendle  Hill,  Wallingford,  Pa.,  U.S.A. 

Rt.  Rev.  Bishop  Cassian  (Orthodox  Oecumenical  Patriarchate 
(Exarchate  for  the  Russians  in  the  West)),  93  rue  de  Crimée, 
Paris  19e,  France. 

Rev.  Dr.  Samuel  McCrea  Cavert  (Presbyterian  Church  in  the  U.S.A.), 
297  Fourth  Avenue,  New  York  10,  N.Y.,  U.S.A. 

Most  Rev.  Christophoros,  Archbishop  of  all  Albania  and  Metropolitan 
of  Tirana-Durazzo  (Orthodox  Church  of  Albania),  Tirana, 
Albania. 

Prof.  II.  Clavier  (Reformed  Church  of  France),  3 place  de 
l’Université,  Strasbourg,  France. 

Rev.  Gerad  R.  Cragg  (United  Church  of  Canada),  Erskine  and 
American  United  Church,  Sherbrooke  Street  West,  Montreal, 
Ont.,  Canada. 
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Rt:  Rev.  Bishop  George  H.  Cranswick  (Church  of  England  in 
Australia  and  Tasmania),  ‘Cherrywood’,  Kallista,  Victoria, 
Australia. 

Rev.  Dr.  J.  R.  Cunningham  (Presbyterian  Church  in  the  United 
States),  Davidson  College,  Davidson,  N.C.,  U.S.A. 

Rev.  Principal  W.  A.  Curtis  (Church  of  Scotland),  Fasga-na-Coille, 
Nethy  Bridge,  Inverness-shire,  Scotland. 

Most  Rev.  Dionysios,  Metropolitan  of  Warsaw,  Volhynia  and  all 
Poland  (Orthodox  Church  of  Poland),  Zygmuntowska  13, 
Warsaw,  Poland. 

Rev.  Dr.  C.  H.  Dodd  (Congregational  Union  of  England  and  Wales), 
3 Park  Terrace,  Cambridge,  England. 

Rev.  Dr.  H.  Paul  Douglass  (Congregational  Christian  Churches  of 
the  U.S.A.),  297  Fourth  Avenue,  New  York  10,  N.Y.,  U.S.A. 

Fil.  Mag.  Ansgar  Eeg-Olofsson  (Swedish  Mission  Covenant), 
Besmansvägen  4,  Akeslund,  Bromma,  Sweden. 

Prof.  Franz  Fischer  (Evangelical  Lutheran  Church  in  Austria),  1 
Schellinggasse  12,  Vienna,  Austria. 

Most  Rev.  Geoffrey  Fisher,  Archbishop  of  Canterbury  (Church  of 
England),  Lambeth  Palace,  London,  S.E.i,  England. 

Rev.  Bishop  C.  W.  Flint  (Methodist  Church,  U.S.A.),  100  Maryland 
Avenue,  N.E.,  Washington  2,  D.C.,  U.S.A. 

Rev.  Prof.  G.  Florovsky  (Orthodox  Oecumenical  Patriarchate 
(Exarchate  for  the  Russians  in  the  West),  537  West  121st 
Street,  New  York  27,  N.Y.,  U.S.A. 

Rev.  Dr.  Jesse  D.  Franks  (Southern  Baptist  Convention,  U.S.A.), 
Gheistr.  1,  Rüschlikon-Zürich,  Switzerland. 

Rev.  Dr.  J.  Bruce  Gardiner  (Presbyterian  Church  of  South  Africa), 
85  Raleigh  Street,  Yeoville,  Johannesburg,  South  Africa. 

Rev.  Dr.  W.  E.  Garrison  (International  Convention  of  Disciples  of 
Christ),  University  of  Houston,  Texas,  U.S.A. 

Rev.  Bishop  S.  L.  Greene  (African  Methodist  Episcopal  Church, 
U.S.A.),  1237  North  57th  Street,  Philadelphia  31,  Pa.,  U.S.A. 

Rev.  Dr.  W.  H.  Greever  (United  Lutheran  Church  in  America),  91 1 
Wildwood  Avenue,  Columbia  22,  S.C.,  U.S.A. 

Most  Rev.  John  A.  F.  Gregg,  Archbishop  of  Armagh  (Church  of 
Ireland),  The  Palace,  Armagh,  Ireland. 

Most  Rev.  T.  Grünberg,  Archbishop  of  Latvia  (Evangelical 
Lutheran  Church  of  Latvia),  Breitstrasse  8,  Esslingen  (Neckar), 
Germany. 

Rt.  Rev.  E.  G.  Gulin,  Bishop  of  Tampere  (Evangelical  Lutheran 
Church  of  Finland),  Biskopshuset,  Tampere,  Finland. 

Prof.  Ch.  Hauter  (Evangelical  Church  of  the  Augsburg  Confession 
in  Alsace  and  Lorraine),  Université  de  Strasbourg,  Strasbourg, 
France. 

Rev.  J.  P.  Hickinbotham  (Church  of  England),  University  College 
of  the  Gold  Coast,  Achimota,  Gold  Coast,  W.  Africa. 

Rev.  E.  K.  Higdon  (United  Church  of  Christ  in  the  Philippines), 
5425  Julian  Avenue,  Indianapolis  19,  Ind.,  U.S.A. 

Konsistorialrat  D.  Hildt  (United  Evangelical  Church  of  Poland) 

present  address  unknown. 

Rev.  Bishop  Ivan  Lee  Holt  (Methodist  Church,  U.S.A.),  20  North 
Kingshighway,  St.  Louis,  Missouri,  U.S.A. 

Rev.  Prof.  J.  L Hromâdka  (Evangelical  Church  of  Czech  Brethren), 
Moravskâ  47,  Prague  XII,  Czechoslovakia. 

Prof.  Basil  Ioannidis  (Orthodox  Church  of  Greece),  University  of 
Salonica,  Greece. 

Rt.  Rev.  Irenaus,  Bishop  of  Novi  Sad  (Orthodox  Church  of  Serbia), 
Novi  Sad,  Serbia. 
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Archpriest  John  Janson  (Orthodox  Church  of  Latvia),  Terbatas  iela 
20-35,  Riga,  Latvia. 

Rev.  Canon  James  A.  Jermyn  (Church  of  the  Province  of  New 
Zealand),  St.  Jude's  Vicarage,  Lyall  Bay,  Wellington,  E.  2, 
New  Zealand. 

Rev.  A.  Wellesley  Jones  (Presbyterian  Church  in  Wales),  Garth, 
Aberconway  Road,  Prestatyn,  Flintshire,  Wales. 

Rev.  Dr.  Edgar  DeWitt  Jones  (International  Convention  of 
Disciples  of  Christ),  Woodward  at  Josephine,  Detroit,  Mich., 
U.S.A. 

Rev.  Bishop  Paul  B.  Kern  (Methodist  Church,  U.S.A.) , 810  Broad- 
way, Nashville  2,  Tenn.,  U.S.A. 

Prof.  W.  J.  Kooiman  (Evangelical  Lutheran  Church  of  the  Nether- 
lands), Valeriusplein  6,  Amsterdam  Z,  Holland. 

Rt.  Rev.  Bishop  Adolf  Küry  (Old  Catholic  Churches),  Willadingweg 
39,  Berne,  Switzerland. 

Rev.  Dr.  H.  S.  Leiper,  156  Fifth  Avenue,  New  York  City  10, 
U.S.A. 

C.  T.  LeQuesne,  Esq.,  K.C.  (Baptist  Union  of  Gt.  Britain  and 
Ireland),  Rickford  Lodge,  Admiral's  Walk,  London,  N.W.3, 
England. 

Dr.  William  B.  Lipphard  (American  Baptist  Convention),  152 
Madison  Avenue,  New  York,  N.Y.,  U.S.A. 

Prof.  Frederick^  W.  Loetscher  (Presbyterian  Church  in  the  U.S.A.), 
22  Armour  Road,  Princeton,  N.J.,  U.S.A. 

Rev.  Dr.  W.  F.  Lofthouse  (Methodist  Church  of  Great  Britain),  Old 
Bank  House,  Woodstock,  Oxon,  England. 

Rev.  Dr.  Charles  W.  Lowry,  Jr.  (Protestant  Episcopal  Church  in  the 
U.S.A.),  Chevy  Chase  Circle,  Chevy  Chase,  Md.,  U.S.A. 

C.  J.  Lucas,  Esq.,  L.T.  (Church  of  South  India),  Viruthampet,  Via 
Karpadi,  North  Arcot  District,  South  India. 

Rev.  Bishop  F.  J.  McConnell  (Methodist  Church,  U.S.A.),  Lucas- 
ville,  Ohio,  U.S.A. 

Rev.  Dr.  Alexander  McCrea  (Methodist  Church  in  Ireland),  21 
Denorrton  Park,  Belfast,  Ireland. 

Rev.  Prebendary  A.  J.  Macdonald  (Church  of  England),  St. 
Dunstan-in-the-West,  Fleet  Street,  London,  E.C.4,  England. 

Rev.  Thomas  McDougall  (Presbyterian  Church  in  Australia),  The 
Manse,  Rosebay,  Sydney,  Australia. 

President  John  A.  Mackay  (Presbyterian  Church  in  the  U.S.A.), 
Princeton  Seminary,  Princeton,  N.J.,  U.S.A. 

Rev.  Dr.  J.  McKenzie  (United  Church  of  North  India),  21  Woodbum 
Terrace,  Edinburgh,  Scotland. 

Rev.  Dr.  Homer  McMillan  (Presbyterian  Church  in  the  United  States) 
73  Peach  Tree  Way,  JST.E.,  Atlanta,  Ga.,  U.S.A. 

Prof.  Adalbert  Maksay  (Reformed  Church  of  Transylvania),  Caler 
Maréchal  Foch  38,  Cluj,  Rumania. 

Rev.  Prof.  William  Manson  (Church  of  Scotland),  37  Gilmour  Roac 
Edinburgh  9,  Scotland. 

Rev.  Dr.  Hugh  Martin  (Baptist  Union  of  Gt.  Britain  and  Ireland), 
Lynton,  College  Lane,  East  Grinstead,  Sussex. 

Pastor  Pierre  Maury  (Reformed  Church  of  France),  11  avenue  du 
Colonel  Bonnet,  Paris  16e,  France. 

Rt.  Rev.  Lakdasa  De  Mel  (Church  of  India,  Burma  and  Ceylon), 
Bishop’s  House,  Kurunegela,  Ceylon. 

Mr.  Clifford  P.  Morehouse  (Prot  Episc.  Ch.  in  U.S.A.),  14  East  41st 
Street,  New  York  17,  U.S.A. 

Rev.  Dr.  Charles  Clayton  Morrison  (International  Convention  of 
Disciples  of  Christ),  440  S.  Dearborn  Street,  Chicago,  111.,  U.S.A. 
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Dr.  John  R.  Mott  (Methodist  Church,  U.S.A.),  Room  402,  347 
Madison  Avenue,  New  York  17,  N.Y.,  U.S.A. 

Rev.  Epaminodas  Moura  (Methodist  Church  of  Brazil),  Rue  Coronet 
Rangel  115,  Cascadura,  Rio  de  Janeiro,  Brazil. 

Asmy  Bey  Nawar  (Coptic  Orthodox  Church),  Coptic  Orthodox 
Patriarchate,  Cairo,  Egypt. 

Most  Rev.  Nicolas,  Metropolitan  of  Aksoum  (Orthodox  Patriarchate 
of  Alexandria),  The  Patriarchate,  Hamza wi,  Cairo,  Egypt. 

Pastor  Lie.  Wilhelm  Niesel  (Evangelical  Church  in  Germany 
(Reformed)),  (22a)  Schöller  bei  Dornap,  Nordrheinprovinz, 
Germany. 

Rev.  Paul  Susumu  Nishida  (Church  of  Christ  in  Japan),  14  Nishi 
i-chone  Odori,  Sapporo,  Japan. 

Prof.  Jens  Nörregaard  (Church  of  Denmark),  Vodrofswej  8,  Copen- 
hagen V,  Denmark. 

Rt.  Rev.  Bishop  G.  Ashton  Oldham  (Protestant  Episcopal  Church  in 
the  U.S.A.),  Norfolk,  Conn.,  U.S.A. 

Rt.  Rev.  Bishop  D.  Ordass  (Evangelical  Lutheran  Church  in 
Hungary),  Esterhazy  u.  12,  Budapest,  Hungary. 

Rev.  Bishop  G.  Bromley  Oxnam  (Methodist  Church,  U.S.A.),  150 
Fifth  Avenue,  New  York  11,  N.Y.,  U.S.A. 

Rev.  Dr.  George  L.  Paik  (Presbyterian  Church  of  Korea),  Chosen 
Christian  College,  Seoul,  Korea. 

Rt.  Rev.  Bishop  Edwin  James  Palmer  (Church  of  England),  37 
Norham  Road,  Oxford,  England. 

Prof.  I.  Panayotides  (Orthodox  Oecumenical  Patriarchate  (Turkey)), 
Theological  Institute,  Halki,  nr.  Istanbul,  Turkey. 

Rt.  Rev.  Bishop  Edward  L.  Parsons  (Protestant  Episcopal  Church 
in  the  U.S.A.),  2901  Broderick  Street,  San  Francisco  23,  Calif., 
U.S.A. 

Rev.  Dr.  E.  A.  Payne  (Baptist  Union  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland), 
4 Southampton  Row,  London,  W.C.i,  England. 

Rev.  Dr.  Harold  C.  Phillips  (American  Baptist  Convention),  First 
Baptist  Church,  Cleveland  Heights  18,  Ohio,  U.S.A. 

Rev.  Pascoal  L.  Pitta  (Presbyterian  Church  in  Brazil) — present 
address  unknown. 

Rt.  Rev.  Bishop  D.  H.  B.  Rahamägi  (Evangelical  Lutheran  Church 
of  Estonia),  Tallinn,  Estonia. 

Rt.  Rev.  A.  E.  J.  Rawlinson,  Bishop  of  Derby  (Church  of  England), 
Breadsall  Mount,  Derby,  England. 

Pastor  Lie.  H.  G.  Renke witz  (Moravian  Church),  Bad  Boll  bei 
Göppingen,  Wrttbg.,  Germany. 

Ven.  H.  W.  Rennison  (Church  of  Ireland),  The  Rectory,  Jenkins- 
town,  Dundalk,  Ireland. 

Rev.  Dr.  G.  W.  Richards  (Evangelical  and  Reformed  Church, 
U.S.A.),  441  College  Avenue,  Lancaster,  Pa.,  U.S.A. 

Prof.  Harold  Roberts  (Methodist  Church  of  Gt.  Britain),  Richmond 
College,  81  Queen’s  Road,  Richmond,  Surrey,  England. 

Rev.  Principal  W.  Gordon  Robinson,  Lancashire  Independent  College. 
Whalley  Range,  Manchester  16,  England. 

Dr.  William  Robinson  (Churches  of  Christ,  in  Gt.  Britain),  17  Middle- 
ton  Hail  Road,  King’s  Norton,  Birmingham  30,  England. 

Rev.  Dr.  Edgar  F.  Romig  (Reformed  Church  in  America),  West  End 
Avenue  and  77th  Street,  New  York,  N.Y.,  U.S.A. 

Prof.  D.  Hermann  Sasse  (Lutheran  Evangelical  Church  in  Australia), 
Immanuel  Theological  Seminary,  North  Adelaide,  South 
Australia. 

Prof.  Jean  de  Saussure  (Swiss  Protestant  Church  Federation),  Grand- 
champ,  près  Areuse  (Neuchâtel),  Switzerland. 


Pastor  Dr.  Hans  Schönfeld  (Evangelical  Church  in  Germany;, 
Schaumainkai  23,  Frankfurt /Main,  Germany. 

Rev.  Bishop  Charles  C.  Selecman  (Methodist  Church,  U.S.A.),  600 ] 
Hillcrest,  Dallas  5,  Texas,  U.S.A. 

Rev.  E.  N.  C.  Sergeant  (Church  of  England),  The  Vicarage,  Great 
Tew,  Oxon.,  England.  • 

liis  Beatitude  Eshai  Mar  Shimun  XXIII,  Patriarch  of  the  East  and 
of  the  Assyrians  (Assyrian  Orthodox  Church),  6346  Sheridan 
Road,  Chicago  40,  111.,  U.S.A. 

Rt.  Rev.  Johannes  Smemo,  Bishop  of  Oslo  (Church  of  Norway), 
Oslo,  Norway. 

Dean  W.  L.  Sperry  (Congregational  Christian  Churches  of  the 
U.S.A.),  Harvard  Divinity  School,  Cambridge,  Mass.,  U.S.A. 

Mrs.  E.  A.  Stebbins  (Protestant  Episcopal  Church  in  the  U.S.A.), 
935  East  Avenue,  Rochester,  N.Y.,  U.S.A. 

Most  Rev.  Metropolitan  Stephan  (Orthodox  Church  of  Bulgaria), 
Sofia,  Bulgaria. 

Rev.  Canon  Tissington  Tatlow  (Church  of  England),  31  Templars 
Avenue,  London,  N.W.n,  Eng  and. 

Rt.  Rev.  Mar  Theodosios,  O.I.C.  (Orthodox  Syrian  Church  of 
Malabar),  Bethany  Ashram,  Vadaserikara  P.O.,  Travancore, 
South  India. 

Rev.  Dr.  J.  S.  Ladd  Thomas  (Methodist  Church,  U.S.A.),  Temple 
University,  Philadelphia  22,  Pa.,  U.S.A. 

Rev.  Prof.  Bela  de  Vasady  (Reformed  Church  of  Hungary), 
University  of  Dubugne,  Dubugne,  Iowa,  U.S.A. 

Prof.  Basil  Vellas  (Orthodox  Church  of  Greece),  3 Tinou  Street, 
Athens,  Greece. 

Rev.  Dr.  A.  L.  Warnshuis  (Reformed  Church  in  America),  48  Valley 
Road,  Bronxville  8,  N.Y.,  U.S.A. 

Rev.  Dr.  Howard  Watkin- Jones  (Methodist  Church  of  Gt.  Britain), 
Redcliffe,  North  Grange  Road,  Headingley,  Leeds,  England. 

Rev.  Alan  C.  Watson  (Presbyterian  Church  of  Australia),  603  Toorak 
Road,  Toorak,  Melbourne  S.E.2,  Australia. 

Rev.  Philip  S.  Watson  (Methodist  Church  of  Great  Britain),  Tranby, 
Handsworth  College,  Birmingham  20,  England. 

Dr.  Francis  Wei  (Anglican  Church  in  China),  Hua  Chung  College, 
Wuchang,  China. 

Pastor  Arnold  J.  Werner  (Church  of  Sweden),  Arbetarsgatan  21, 
Stockholm,  Sweden. 

Pastor  Charles  Westphal  (Reformed  Church  of  France),  62  rue  de 
Rome,  Paris  8e,  France. 

Rt.  Rev.  Edward  S.  Woods,  Bishop  of  Lichfield  (Church  of  Eng- 
land), The  Palace,  Lichfield,  England. 

Rev.  Dr.  Chukichi  Yasuda  (Church  of  Christ  in  Japan),  14  Minamita- 
mache  Jodaji,  Sakyo-Ku,  Kyato,  Japan. 

Prof.  Dr.  J.  de  Zwaan  (Reformed  Church  of  the  Netherlands), 
Boerhaavelaan  31,  Leiden,  Holland. 
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LIST  OF  FAITH  AND  ORDER  COMMISSION  PAPERS 
(New  Series) 

No. 

1.  The  1948  Meeting  of  the  Commission  on  Faith  and 

Order,  Baarn. 

2.  The  1949  Meeting  of  the  Commission,  Chichester. 

3.  The  Church  in  the  Purpose  of  God  : an  introduction 

to  the  Work  of  the  Commission  in  preparation  for 
the  Third  World  Conference  on  Faith  and  Order  to 
be  held  at  Lund,  Sweden,  in  1952 — by  Oliver  S. 
Tomkins. 

4.  The  Meeting  of  the  Executive  Committee,  Bièvres,  1950 

5.  Intercommunion  1 Reports  of  the  Theological 

6.  Ways  of  Worship  l Commissions  on  Faith  and 

7.  The  Church  I Order. 

8.  The  1951  Meeting  of  the  Commission  and  Executive, 

Clärens. 

Particulars  about  papers  available  in  the  Old  Series  (pre- 
vious to  Amsterdam  IÇ4.8)  may  be  obtained  from  the 
Secretariat. 


FRENCH  AND  GERMAN  TRANSLATIONS 

German  : Um  die  Einheit  der  Kirche  von  Oliver 
Tomkins  (Chr.  Kaiser  Verlag,  München, 
DM  2.  70;  Auslieferung  für  die  Schweiz  : 
Evang.  Verlag  Zollikon,  Zürich,  Fr.  3.  10) . 
German  translation  of  No.  3. 

A German  translation  of  the  three  Theological 
Commission  Reports  (Nos.  5,  6 and  7)  is  also  in 
preparation,  and  will  be  obtainable  from  the 
Oekumenische  Centrale,  Frankfurt,  Germany. 

French  : No.  5,  49e  Année  of  Foi  et  Vie  contains  a 
French  translation  of  the  greater  part  of  No.  3 
(139  Boulevard  Montparnasse,  Paris  6e; 
180  frs.) . 
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